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ABSTRACT
Effects of One- Versus Two-Parent Participation in Parent Training
(May 1982)
Ann Cotton Levinger, B. A., University of Michigan;
M.Ed., University of Massachusetts; Ed.D., University of
Massachusetts at Amherst
Directed by: Professor Ronald H. Fredrickson
Two main questions prompted this study: Is parent training more
effective when both members of two-parent teams participate? Are
marital or parent-child relationships affected negatively when only
one parent participates?
Procedure : Fifty parents from 25 families with 3- and 4-year
old children were respondents. They completed questionnaires and
were interviewed before and after two successive courses of Systematic
Training for Effective Parenting (STEP), offered in fall and spring.
Of the 50 respondents, 12 participated in STEP as couples (P
2 )
and 9 alone (P-j), 9 were spouses of single participants (N-j),
12 were members of nonparticipant couples (N
2 ),
and 8 had been
involved in a STEP group prior to this study. Data were collected
at three times, four months apart, for the P 2 » P-j > and
N-j parents, and
at Times 1 and 3 for the remainder.
Results : Fall STEP participants showed a significant increase
(p <r.01) in "satisfaction with child" at Time 2 as contrasted with
the parents signed up for the spring group (wait-list controls).
vi
No othor significant differencos were found on the questionnaire
measures of STEP gains in comparing the fall participants and controls
or the joint and single participants. However, interview data,
obtained by interviewers unfamiliar with the research aims, showed
that 67% of the joint participants in contrast to 25% of the single
participants and their spouses (p <.05), reported improvement in
their marital relationship after the STEP program. Joint participants
reported improvement in relationships with 75% of their children,
single participants with 68%, and spouses of single participants
with 53% of their children.
No parent reported that any family relationship had been harmed
by either parent's STEP participation. The fact that nonparticipant
spouses of participants were involved in pre- and post-training
interviews may have mitigated possible negative effects. Question-
naire data did indicate a slight but significant (p < .05) pre- to
post-training increase in parental disagreement for single parti-
cipants and their spouses.
All joint participants and the majority of single participants
stated that participating with one's partner increased the impact
of the course and made successful application of new ideas more
likely than attending without the partner.
The "family systems" implications of this research are considered
and their significance for parent education are discussed.
vi i
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Those charged with providing services for young children are
increasingly turning to approaches that involve not only the child,
but also the parents or the whole family. Studies have contrasted the
effects of family therapy with individual treatment for the child
(Ro-Trock, 1976; Wellish, 1976) and of training groups for parents
as opposed to counseling for children (Dee, 1970. McGowan, 1968; Miles,
1974; Perkins & Wicas, 1971). In speaking about the increasing trend
toward treating whole families rather than single individuals,
Salvador Minuchin stated:
Today we are in a historical period in which we
cannot conceive of nonrelated things. Ecology,
ethology, cybernetics, systems, structural family
therapy are just different manifestations of a
concern for the relatedness of our resources. Family
therapy. . . is a therapy that belongs to our
century, (quoted in Malcolm, 1978, p. 76)
It was a combined interest in structural family therapy and parent
education which motivated the present study of the differential
effects of one- versus two-parent participation in parent training.
In a paper entitled "Family Therapy and Parent Training: An
Integrative Review" (Levinger, 1979), this author suggested ways in
1
2which parent training may accomplish some of the goals held for
structural family therapy (Minuchin, 1974; Minuchin, Rosman & Baker,
1978). In that paper, eight questions were suggested for assessing
parent training programs in terms of structural family theory.
These questions are:
1. In what ways does the program foster differentiation?
In what ways, enmeshment ?
2. Is the maintenance of clear, but not rigid, boundaries
encouraged?
3. Does the program encourage age-appropriate autonomy ?
4. How does it address issues of the sibling subsystem ?
5. Is participation in the program likely to strengthen,
or to disrupt, the parental subsystem ? The spouse
subsystem ?
6. Is it likely to encourage, or to discourage, the formation
of cross-generational alliances ?
7. How does it handle issues of hierarchy ? Issues of
parental power?
8. Does the program lead to increased family fl exibility ?
(Levinger, 1979, pp. 94-95)
The present study was developed in response to two of these
questions--Questions 5 and 6. When evaluating Gordon's (1975)
Parent Effectiveness Training on the basis of these two questions,
the author stated:
Having only one parent learning a new approach to
child rearing has potential for disrupting the spouse
and parental subsystems. . .
Nothing in the content of the P.E.T. program is
likely to encourage the formation of cross-generational
alliances. If, however, only the mother is involved in
3P.E.T., the possibility of such alliances becomes
stronger. Children may find it easier to talk with
the mother. Mother may feel critical of the father's
way of relating to the child. Thus the ground may be
prepared for mother and child to regularly ally against
father. (1979, p. Ill)
Nevertheless, she could find no empirical evidence to support these
statements.
Thomas Gordon, the author of Parent Effectiveness Training
(1975) has, however, expressed concern about possible negative effects
of participation in parent training by only one parent in a two-
parent family:
If only one parent starts to use this new approach,
there will be definite improvement in the relationship
between that parent and the children. But the relation-
ship between the other parent and the children may get
worse, (p. 6)
One could speculate that, in addition, the relationship between the
two parents may also be negatively affected. Gordon continues as
fol lows:
Far better then, for both parents to learn the new
methods. Furthermore, when both parents try to learn
this new approach together, they can help each other
a great deal
.
(p. 6)
Fromthe perspective of structural family theory (Minuchin,
1974) one- versus two-parent participation may be analyzed with
regard to "cross-generational alliances" or change in the "boundaries"
among "subsystems." In these terms, if a mother and father take
part in training together, this could serve to strengthen their ties
to one another and to aid the establishment of clear boundaries
for the parental subsystem. On the other hand, if only one parent
I
4takes part, such participation may improve the relationship between
that parent and the children, but it might encourage the development
of a "cross-generational alliance" which excludes the other parent.
Some parent trainers require that both parents in two-parent
families take part in the training program (Patterson, Ray & Shaw,
1968). Other leaders strongly encourage participation of both and
charge reduced fees for the second parent (Dinkmeyer, personal
communication, 1980). Nevertheless, single participation is much
more common than joint participation. Although no precise statistics
are available. Brown (1976, p. 49) states that 80 to 90 percent of the
participants in parent training groups are mothers.
Some researchers use the terms "parents" and "mothers"
interchangeably (e.g., Taylor & Hoedt, 1974). Other investigators
state that they are studying parent training for mothers only
(e.g. Villegas, 1977). Although there are studies in which both
mothers and fathers participated in training, little attention has
been paid to differences between males and females or to one-
versus two-parent participation. For example, Seynaeve (1977) reported
on two studies she conducted, one with 30 percent of the participants
males (presumably fathers) and the other with 10 percent males. In
Seynaeve' s report, though, there is no indication of whether these
males attended alone or with their spouses. Clarkson (1978) goes
further in noting that 14 of his 28 participants attended as couples,
whereas the other 14 attended alone, but he does not analyze
differences between these two sets of participants.
5Purpose of this Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate effects of one
parent's as opposed to both parents' participation in a parent
training program. In the process, it also investigated the effects
of participation versus non-participation. This study focuses
primarily on families in which both parents are living together.
The general questions which guide the research grow directly
from Gordon's (1975) statement above. They are as follows:
Are the effects of training more positive^ when both parents
participate than when only one participates?
Are there negative^ effects when only one parent participates
in a training program?
Research Questions
Specific research questions which will guide this study are
as follows:
1. Will parents who participate jointly in the training
program report a greater increase iin (a) confidence as parents,
(b) reward from parenting, (c) satisfaction with their child, or
(d) improvement in their child's behavior than parents who
participate alone,who, in turn, report a greater increase than non-
participants?
2. Will parents taking the course alone and their non-
participating partners report (a) more disagreement over child
^See definitions on pages 7 and 8.
rearing or (b) greater discrepancy in their parental goals after
training than before?
3. Will parents who participate in the training or non-
participating partners report using new skills in ways which enhance
their relationships (a) with their partners? or (b) with their
children?
4. Will either participating parents or non-participating
partners report negative effects of the training program on their
relationships either (a) with their spouse? or (b) with their
children?
Overview of the Study
To answer these questions, interview and questionnaire data
were collected before and after two 9-week sessions of Systematic
Training for Effective Parenting (STEP). Respondents were 50 parents
of 3- and 4-year-old children. Changes were compared between non-
participants and participants, and between those couples with two
STEP participants and those with only one.
Definitions
The term parents will apply to all adults who consider them-
selves to act as parents of a child; it will include adoptive
parents, legal step parents, and informally accepted step parents.
A two- pa rent family is here defined as one in which there are
two adults who live together and consider themselves responsible
for a child who lives with them.
7ParBnt trdining hsrG rGfGrs to d formdl process dimed at
increasing a parent's knowledge about, and skill in, child rearing.
The specific training program used in this study is Systematic
Training for Effective Parenting (Dinkmeyer & McKay, 1976) to be
described in Chapter III.
Confidence in parenting is operationally defined as respondents'
reports of how sure they feel of themselves in handling everyday
problems of child rearing.
Degree of reward from parenting is operationally defined as the
respondents' rating of how rewarding parenting is for them.
Satisfaction with child is equated with congruence between
the descriptions of a parent's real and ideal child.
Positivity of child behavior is operationalized as scores on a
modification of the Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child Behavior
Scale (APACBS).
Negative and positive effects : Respondents' own assigned
value of effects which they attribute to parent training are
accepted. (For example, a parent might positively value increased
conflict with spouse or child if it stemmed from increased
decisiveness.)
In the absence of contrary indications from respondents, the
following are considered positive effects of the training: reported
use of communication skills taught in the course, reduced conflict
among family members, increased satisfaction with children, or
8increased confidence in child rearing.
In the absence of contrary indications, the following are
considered negative effects : reports of increased conflict among
family members, increased dissatisfaction with children, increased
disagreement with spouse, or decreased confidence in child rearing.
CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
In the literature on parent education, little attention has
been given to theories of family systems. Although there have been
many studies of the effects of parent training in general (see
reviews by Johnson & Katz, 1973; Reisinger & Ora, 1976; Tavormina,
1974) no studies have been located which focus primarily on the effects
of joint versus single participation on the parental or spouse
subsystems
.
The parent education movement began in the United States
about a century ago. In the past two decades its development has
been accelerated with the marketing of standardized parent
training programs. These programs, which combine group discussion
with training in specific skills, are generally based on a specific
body of psychological theory. For instance. Parent Effectiveness
Training (PET) (Gordon, 1975) is based on the postulates of Rogerian
psychotherapy; Children the Challenge (Dreikurs & Stoltz, 1964;
Zuckerman, Zuckerman, Costa & Yra, 1978) is based on the teachings
of Alfred Adler; whereas Systematic Training for Effective
Parenting (STEP) (Dinkmeyer & McKay, 1976) is derived from both.
Managing Behavior (McDowell, 1974) and The Art of Parenting
(Wagonseller, Burnett, Salzberg, & Burnett, 1977) are examples of
9
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programs based on behavioral psychology. Along with the increase
in the number and variety of parent training programs, there has
been a parallel increase in the amount of research investigating the
effects of parent education.
Systematic Training for Effective Parenting (STEP) was
first marketed in 1976. Already a number of studies on this program
have been completed. These studies are similar, both in their aims
and their limitations, to the larger body of research on other forms
of parent education. This chapter will first discuss the aims and
limitations of research on parent education and next review two
early studies of parent discussion groups. It will then review
STEP research and finally report on studies which have mentioned
differences between one and two parent participation in parent
training.
Aims of Research on Parent Training
Most leaders of parent groups have experienced the enthusiasm
of participants who tell them that the training program has made
a difference in their lives. Parents may report that they are
feeling more confident, or that a child iis functioning better, lin
school, or that family members are living together more happily.
Brown (1976), in a review comparing four types of parent training,
says:
. . 4.
[One thing the] programs have in common is that
parents express virtually boundless enthusiasm for them.
Many are thrilled almost to the point of inarticulateness.
11
These parents respond to the question, "How did you like
it?" with a beatific smile and just four little words—
"It changed my life." (p. 48)
Parent training researchers hope to add the support of systematic
data to such impressionistic evaluations. These investigators have
attempted to show that parents have changed in some way as a result
of their participation in a program. In addition some have tried
to show that children of participants have also changed (e.g.,
Hereford, 1963; Miles, 1974).
Limitations of Research on Parent Training
There are a number of sources of difficulty for research on
parent training. Ones which will be discussed here are: selection
of variables, difficulty in measuring variables, reactivity of
measurement, and small sample size which may lead to weak experi-
mental design with inadequate control groups or lack of random
assignment of subjects.
Selection of variables . Research on the effects of parent
training is extremely complex. Although most parent group leaders
assert that parent training is beneficial, there is no universal
agreement as to what precisely are the most desired or even the
most 1 ikely benefits.
Research has focused on such variables as change in parental
attitudes (Hereford, 1963; Meredith & Benninga, 1979; Shapiro, 1956),
on parent-child communication (Bizer, 1978; Stover & Guerney, 1967),
on the parent's perceptions of child's behavior (McKay & Hillman,
12
1979), on children's functioning in school (Clarkson, 1978;
de Sherbinin, 1981; Larson, 1972), and on child self-esteem
(Schofield, 1976; Steam, 1971).
Any of the above factors may be important for one group member
but not for another. For example, within a very successful group one
parent might make beneficial changes in attitude, another might
begin to communicate better with his child, a third view her child as
behaving more responsibly, a fourth member's child might improve in
school work, and a fifth's child score higher on a measure of self-
esteem. If each of these changes occurred, but only for a small per-
centage of the group members, it is unlikely that one could document
statistical differences between those parents who participated in
training and a control group who had not participated. To
document change statistically, it is necessary to measure variables
which change for a large percentage of the group members. One
reason it is difficult to experimentally substantiate effects of
parent training on parent or child attitudes or behavior is that
important changes may be idiosyncratic.
Research on Rogerian or Adlerian based parent groups (e.g.
PET or STEP) usually compares an experimental group to a control
group. Research on behavioral parent trainimg often uses a single-
subject design. Cone and Sloop (1971) reviewed 48 such studies
on behavioral training, all of which reported successful outcomes. In
work with only a single family, both the aim of the program and
the means of evaluation can be tailored to the individual case.
13
Furthermore, the criteria for success in behavioral studies are
usually specific and measurable behavior changes.
Parent training programs such as PET or STEP not only deal
with groups rather than with individuals, but also have broad teaching
goals and multiple criteria for success. Such programs are broad
spectrum interventions which aim to influence parents' attitudes
about child rearing as well as to teach communication skills and
new approaches to discipline. Usually within a PET or STEP group,
there are some members who have come because of a specific child
rearing problem (e.g. sibling fights, eating problems, temper
tantrums), some who are motivated by more general relationship
difficulties, and others who simply want to learn more about current
child rearing theories. Choosing clear cut criteria for measuring
the effects of a multifaceted program on a varied group of parents
2
is challenging.
Measurement . The difficulty of measuring subtle changes is
another limiting factor in documenting results of training. Clarkson
(1978) conducted a study to compare the effects of two interventions
on children's functioning in school: group counseling for children
versus STEP group for parents. As his measures he used teachers'
study by Levi, Buskila, and Gerzi (1977) illustrates an
alternative research approach. Rather than look at the effects of an
entire program ( Children the Challenge , Dreikurs, 1973) on a mixed
group, they chose to test the effects of just one of the strategies
it advocates (non-intervention) on one set of problems (sibling fights)
and recruited a group of families for whom this was appropriate. With
this more limited scope, they were able not only to document significant
change for the group as a whole, but also to examine in depth those
cases which showed no reduction in fighting.
14
ratings on the Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale
(Spivack & Swift, 1967), standardized reading scores, and school
attendance. Clarkson found no significant differences among treatment
groups, nor between any treatment group and the control group, on
these indices of child functioning. He suggests, as one possible
explanation, that the measures he used were unable to pick up changes
that may actually have occurred. It is possible that there were
behavior changes too subtle to register on the Devereux Scale, or that
the children were already behaving, reading, or attending school at
nearly optimal levels before the intervention. If respondents are
already functioning at a high level on a chosen variable, a further
increase is unlikely and perhaps even undesirable. For example, a
mother who scored near the top in confidence on the Parent Attitude
Survey (Hereford, 1963) might better indicate "growth" by a decrease
than by an increase in her score.
Hereford (1963) hypothesized that children's behavior would
change as a result of parents' participation in a parent discussion
group. He chose two methods of measuring such change: (1) teacher
ratings of children's adjustment in class, and (2) a sociometric rating
of children by their classmates. (This second rating required
researchers to go into the classes of children of research respondents
and to involve all the classmates in a game that allowed the
administration of a sophisticated sociometric measure.)
Although Hereford found no significant differences in teachers'
behavioral ratings between children whose parents had attended
the
15
discussion groups and thoso whoso parents were in the control group,
he did find significant differences between the two treatments on the
sociometric ratings. Based on the finding that "children of parents
who attended discussion meetings improved significantly more than
did children of control-group parents, in the degree of acceptance
such children received from their classmates" (1963, p. 134), Hereford
concludes:
The attitudinal and behavioral changes that occurred
in parents who attended the discussion groups influenced
the parent-child relation to the extent that the child
was able to improve his classmate relations at school.
(p. 134)
The Hereford study gives a good illustration of the problem of
measuring a variable so broad as "child behavioral change." Although
two instruments--a teacher rating and a class sociogram—were designed
to measure changes in the child's behavior in school, one indicated
significant improvement while the other did not.
Reactivity of measurement . Many of the most frequently used
measures of the effects of parent training are ones which can be
readily influenced by a desire to please the investigator. After
taking part in a training group, most parents should be able to sense
how the instructor would hope they would respond to items on such
questionnaires as Hereford's (1963) Parent Attitude Survey or the
Levinson and Huffman (1955) Traditional Family Ideology Scale.
Children's measures, such as Schaefer's (1965) Children's
Report of Parental Behavior Inventory used by Lillibridge (1971)
and the Coopersmith (1967) Self-Esteem Inventory used by Steam (1971),
16
are potentially less reactive than instruments used with the parents.
However, if the parents are asked to give these measures to their
children at home, as was done in both the Lillibridge and Steam
studies, this potential advantage is reduced.
The Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child Behavior Scale
(APACBS), adapted for the present study, was developed by McKay (1976).
It is designed to measure change in parents' perceptions of their
children's behavior. Many of the questions relate to behaviors
which are typically discussed in STEP groups. As such, this
instrument is particularly appropriate for measuring the effects of
these groups; but, at the same time, responses to this instrument
can be influenced by the parents' desire to see improvement
themselves and their desire to show the leader that they are doing
wel 1
.
It is possible for any form of measurement to have an important
influence on what is being measured. The more closely data collection
is tied to the training program, the greater the possible reactivity
of the measures. It is a very rare study that dissociates the parent
program from the data collection. One good example is a study by
Shapiro (1956). Working through a Health Maintenance Organization,
Shapiro was able to have pre- and post-group data collection conducted
through regular procedures of the HMO, ostensibly unrelated to the
discussion groups he led. On the other end of the continuum are a
number of studies in which the data collection has been an integral
part of the parent training program. For example, in a study by
Schmitz (1975), questionnaires were administered at the beginning of
17
the first, and at the end of the last session, by the group leader
himself. In other studies, such as one by McKay (1976), the data
collection was conducted outside the group meeting time, but was
directly connected to the program. The more related the post- test
is to the parent course, the more it will seem like a final exam
which encourages participants to give the "right" answers.
Size of sample . Most parent training research has relied on
very small samples. For example, of 23 PET studies listed in the
"Summary of Research on Effectiveness Training Programs" (Effectiveness
Training Institute, 1980), only two had a sample of over 100 parents.
The remaining 21 studies had an average of 49 subjects each, usually
divided into experimental and control groups or into two or more
treatment groups and a control group. Similarly, the 12 STEP studies
to be reviewed in this chapter had an average of about 40 subjects
each. To achieve statistical significance with a sample of this size
requires very reliable or very large differences.
Obtaining large samples for research on parent training is,
however, extraordinarily difficult and time consuming. To give an
extreme example, Frazier and Matthes (1975) contacted over 1500 families
from three elementary schools and obtained only 74 potential subjects.
These 74 persons were assigned to two experimental groups and one
control group. Only those experimental subjects who attended at
least 60 percent of the meetings and completed all instruments were
included in the data analysis, resulting in a final number of 35.
18
Control groups . Because it is difficult to obtain a sufficient
number of potential subjects, researchers often cannot use random
assignment to groups, a basic requirement for true experimental
design. As a substitute, many researchers use a quasi-experimental
design with experimental and control groups chosen through some
procedure other than random selection. (Still others have no control
group at all, e.g., Gould, 1979). If enough subjects sign up for a
parent program to allow all groups to be selected from these people,
it is at least possible to have experimental and control groups
matched on interest in parent training. Frequently, however, parents
who have not agreed to take part in parent training serve as the
"control group" for the group of participants (e.g., de Sherbinin,
1981; Steam, 1971). Such a research design is not unusual; in fact,
Campbell and Stanley (1963) state:
One of the most widespread experimental designs in
educational research involves an experimental and a
control group both given a pre-test and a post-test,
but in which the control group and the experimental
group do not have pre-experimental equivalence, (p. 47)
When there is no "pre-experimental equivalence" one can only speculate
on the full meaning of post-experimental differences. Research
results are clearer when enough parents volunteer for training so
that experimental and control group membership can be randomly assigned
(e.g.
,
Miles, 1974)
.
Attendance and drop out rate . An additional consideration,
reflected in sample size but rarely dealt with directly, is the
19
attendance and the drop out rate. Among studies on parent groups
there is wide variation in the working definition of a group participant.
Hereford (1963) included in his experimental group "parents who
attended at least one meeting of a discussion-group series" (p. 35).
Frazier and Matthes (1975) used 60 percent attendance as their
criterion for inclusion, and McKay (1976) used attendance at 7 out of
9 meetings as his criterion. Only Hirsh and Walder (1969) reported 100
percent attendance at group meetings for all subjects; they
attributed this to a $50 deposit they agreed to refund as a reward
for perfect attendance.
Research on Parent Discussion Groups
In spite of the factors which complicate research on parent
education and make interpretation of some findings speculative,
there is a growing body of literature which sheds light on possible
effects of training programs. Two early studies mentioned previously,
which are often referred to in the current literature, are those by
Shapiro (1956) and by Hereford (1963).
In Shapiro's (1956) study, 25 members of a Family Health
Maintenance Organization took part in a 12-session parent discussion
group, while an equivalent group served as controls. Parental
attitudes were measured pre- and post-group by an attitude scale which
was sent out to members of the HMO (without being connected to the
discussion group), and by ratings made by a nurse and a psychiatric
social worker.
20
Significant change in child rearing attitudes was shown for
the experimental group on both of these measures. The control group
showed no significant change. In addition, within the experimental
group, parents who attended four or more meetings changed more than
those who attended fewer meetings. Thus Shapiro's study indicates that
it is possible to modify child rearing attitudes in a desired direction
through parental discussion groups.
Hereford (1963) also was interested in parent attitude change.
His Parent Attitude Survey (PAS) is one of the most frequently used
instruments in studies on PET and was used in two STEP studies
(Bellamy, 1979; Summerlin, 1978). Both Shapiro and Hereford were
interested in changing parental attitudes, but neither attempted to
prove that parents who scored high on their measures had children
who were different from those of parents who scored low. Although
the Hereford Parent Attitude Survey is still frequently used, it has
not been adequately validated (Lillibridge, 1971, p. 97).
Hereford (1963) did not, however, rely on change in parental
attitude as his only measure of success. He also measured children's
behavior by means of teacher ratings of the child's classroom
adjustment and by means of his previously mentioned sociometric
measure of classmate relations. Hereford's results indicate that
parents who took part in the discussion series showed positive changes
in their attitudes as measured by the Parent Attitude Survey and in
their attitudes and behavior as revealed in the Parent Interview.
These changes were significantly greater than those shown by parents
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in the placebo or the wait-list control groups. Children of
parents who attended the discussion groups improved in sociometric
ratings by their classmates significantly more than did the children
of parents in the control groups. No significant change was found
in the teachers' ratings of children's adjustment.
Hereford's study stands alone in the field of research on the
effects of parent groups. While most other studies are short-term
projects with small numbers of participants, his study lasted four
years and involved over a thousand parents and children. Initial
measurements were obtained for 1,159 parents and 1,383 children; both
initial and final measurements, for 903 parents and 1,087 children.
Strong cooperation from a large city school system and financial
support from two foundations made this ambitious project possible.
Even so, this study has a number of weaknesses. The most serious
of these is that membership in Hereford's research groups was
determined by self-selection rather than by random assignment.
Research on Systematic Training for Effective Parenting
Research reported to date on the STEP program is much more
modest than Hereford's investigation. Twelve studies are summarized
in Table 1. Eleven of these were originally conducted for doctoral
dissertations. Only three have been published (McKay and Hillman,
1979; Meredith & Benninga, 1979; Summerlin & Ward, 1978).
Studies
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for
Effective
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Research sample . Most frequently the respondents in these
studies have been recruited through schools, either from a general
school population (Bauer, 1977; Clarkson, 1978; McKay, 1976), from
specific grade levels (Losoncy, 1979; Summerlin & Ward, 1978), or
from groups identified as having a specific problem (de Sherbinin, 1981;
Gould, 1979; Meredith & Benninga, 1979). The youngest class used
was kindergarten (Losoncy, 1979; Summerlin & Ward, 1978) and the
oldest was middle school --sixth through eighth grade (Gould, 1979).
In research where participants were not recruited from a particular
grade level, the age of the target child ranged from about 4- to
14-years-old.
Source of data . All of the studies used parents as respondents.
Children also responded to questionnaires in six of the studies
(Clarkson, 1978; de Sherbinin, 1981; Gould, 1979; Losoncy, 1979;
Meredith & Benninga, Summerlin & Ward, 1978). Teachers responded in
three (Clarkson, 1978; de Sherbinin, 1981; Gould, 1979). Seynaeve
(1977) collected her data exclusively through parent interviews;
de Sherbinin (1981) used parent interviews to supplement other data
collected from parents, children, and teachers. Only McKay (1976)
used observational measures of parent-child interaction. In none
of these studies was there any attempt to dissociate the data
collection from the parent training program.
Results . The Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child Behavior
Scale (APACBS), developed by McKay (1976), was used in six of these
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studies (Bauer, 1977; Clarkson, 1978; de Sherbinin, 1981; McKay,
1976; Sellick, 1979; Villegas, 1977). Every study, except that
by de Sherbinin (1981),^ reported significant pre- to post- training
changes on the APACBS with parents indicating that their children
behaved more positively after the course than before.
Results on other measures were mixed. In his observations of
the Mother-Child Interaction Exercise, McKay (1976) found no signifi-
cant different between experimental and control group mothers in
their number of facilitating and non-facilitating statements. On
measures of children's self-concept, Summerlin and Ward (1978) found
that children of parents who had completed a STEP program tested higher
on the Primary Self Concept Inventory (PSCI) than did a control
group of children whose parents were about to begin STEP. (The first
group of children had not been given the PSCI prior to their parents'
participation in STEP; therefore no pre-experi mental equivalence had
been established.) Neither Gould (1979) nor de Sherbinin (1981) nor
Meredith and Benninga (1979) were able to document changes in child
self-confidence.
de Sherbinin did not claim significance for her findings
because the post-measures for the experimental group were similar
to those for the no-treatment control group. However, pre-training
scores for the control group, which had been significantly higher than
those for the experimental group, did not rise over the 10-week
training peridd, whereas scores for the experimental group did.
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Using teachers as respondents, Gould (1979) found that ratings
on the Walker Problem Behavior Identification Checklist improved
significantly for children of parents in STEP and for children receiving
Adlerian group counseling. (There was, however, no control group in
Gould's study.) Neither Clarkson (1979) nor de Sherbinin (1981)
found improvement in teacher's ratings for children of STEP
participants.
Seynaeve (1977) and de Sherbinin (1981) interviewed parents
after their participation in STEP. Seynaeve interviewed 20 parents
who had completed the STEP program with perfect attendance. She
states that, "In one hundred percent of the cases there was a long-
lasting effect of the class and an improvement in the relationships
between the parents involved and their children" (p. 79). De Sherbinin
reports that "During the interview, parents cited differences in their
own behavior which resulted in differences in their children's
behavior at home. They also cited, to a lesser degree, changes in
their children's behavior and achievement at school" (p. 190).
Summary . Research on the STEP program has not provided
statistically convincing evidence of the effectiveness of this inter-
vention. Although studies have shown significant effects on
participants' perceptions of their children's behavior and their
own child-rearing attitudes, most of these effects have been obtained
with iniitruments that are highly reactive or in studies which are
methodologically flawed.
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Indeed, it would be hard to justify the use of the STEP
program on the basis of quantitative research findings. Nevertheless,
parents do talk about positive changes in their attitudes, their
perceptions of their children, and their relationships with their
children, which they attribute to the parent training. In inter-
views, parents often report important new insights and changes in
relationships. The responses of individual parents about what they
gained from the program seem important. Researchers, however,
continue to hope for more objective and quantifiable data. The
disparity between weak quantitative results and stronger qualitative
responses will be discussed again in Chapter V.
Research on One- versus Two-Parent Participation in Parent Education
Our present social structure makes it easy for
parent education to be essentially "mother education."
Sincethe mother usually bears the primary, or most direct,
responsibility for child rearing, she is often more
actively involved in parent education programs, while the
father generally participates peripherally, receiving
much of his information second hand from his wife. At times,
this sitation can lead to increased marital problems. The
wife, after developing some know-how, is in the uncomfortable
position of trying to instruct her husband and seeing him
deal ineffectually with their child; many husbands may find
it difficult to take direction from their wives and
frequently react defensively (Luterman, 1973, p. 505).
Articles such as Luterman 's (1973), in which the above
quotation appears, reflect an awareness of family systems issues.
De Sherbinin (1981), in discussing attrition in her STEP group.
notes that:
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Two mothers Who dropped out toward the middle of the
course had each indicated to the group that their
husbands were disturbed with their involvement in parent
education, (p. 110)
From the other side of this perspective, Andelin (1975), discussing
his research results, states:
Subjectively, it seemed that.
.
.
parents attending
with a spouse were most receptive and willing to implement
the new ideas. Research is needed to determine if this is
actually the case. (p. 51)
Differences between single and joint participation in parent
groups have been analyzed in three studies (Aldassy, 1977; Church, 1979;
Firestone et al
. , 1980). The study by Firestone, Kelly and Fike
(1980) was specifically designed to address this issue. These
researchers compared reports of behavior change in children whose
parents had been randomly assigned to one of three conditions:
(1) training for mothers only, (2) training for both parents, or (3) no
training. No significant changes were found in teachers' assessments
of children's classroom behavior for any group. Parents in both
treatment groups rated their children's behavior at home as
significantly improved in comparison to the control group, but no
significant differences were found between the "mothers-only" and
the "two-parent" conditions. The article reporting this research is
entitled "Are Fathers Necessary in Parent Training Groups?" The
results of Firestone et al.'s study do not support the contention
that they are. It should be noted, however, that this work focused
only on reports of children's behavior and did not deal with family
systems issues.
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Aldassy (1977) examined changes in parent attitudes as a
function of participation in Parent Effectiveness Training. It
happened that, of the 40 people who attended her parent groups, 20
attended with their spouse and 20 attended alone. This permitted
Aldassy to examine whether participation together with spouse
contributed to overall attitude change. No statistically significant
effects were found.
Neither Aldassy nor Firestone et al . investigated changes in
husband-wife or parent-child relationships. Church (1979) not only
compared single and joint participation, but also attempted to assess
family relationships. His study was primarily designed to test the
effectiveness of studying PET at home versus taking part in a PET
class. Church found that parents in the PET class, but not those in
home-study, reported improvements in both marital and parent-child
relationships. No statistically significant differences were found
between single and joint participants. Because this is unique in
parent training research, it is worth noting that Church tried to
obtain responses from the absent members of parenting couples. Un-
fortunately, responses of spouses not participating in the training
could not be analyzed because too few of these parents responded to
his questionnaires.
Church did not examine the possibility that any of the effects
of the program might be negative. On his "Behavior and Attitude Change
Questionnaire," there were 25 items such as: "Do you feel confident
as a parent?" j "Are you more accepting of your
spouse's feelings?".
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and "Has your relationship with your child improved?" Response
categories were "no," "a little," "a moderate amount," and "a great
deal." No allowance was made for the possibility that things could
have gotten worse in any area.
Summary . Three studies have compared joint and single
participation in parent training. Aldassy (1977) studied changes in
parent attitudes; Firestone et al. (1980) examined changes in parents'
and teachers' reports of children's behavior; and Church (1979) used
a variety of measures including questions on marital and parent-child
relationships. No significant differences between single and joint
participants were found in any of these studies.
The Present Study
The present research builds on the research reviewed here.
Systematic Training for Effective Parenting is the fonn of parent
training used as the intervention in the study, and the Adlerian
Parental Assessment of Child Behavior Scale is one of the measures
employed. The study was designed to compare the effects of single
and joint participation with particular attention to changes in
relationships. The procedures used in this research will be
described in the following chapter.
CHAPTER III
METHOD
The primary aim of this study was to examine differences
between single and joint participation in parent training. To
establish a basis for that comparison it was necessary also to look
at the effects of the training program per se. To accomplish these
aims two sets of comparison groups were needed: (1) participants
and nonparticipants, (2) couples with one and couples with both members
taking part in parent training.
Two parent training groups were conducted successively, the
first in the fall, the second in the spring. In January, Time 1 to
Time 2 changes for the first group (the experimental group) were
contrasted with those for the second (the wait-control group). This
comparison gave information about the effects of training versus no
training
.
Within both the fall and spring courses, some parents attended
with, and others without the spouse. This allowed comparisons between
single and joint participants.
In presenting the methods employed in this study, this chapter
will successively discuss the time schedule of the project, the
sample, the means used to dissociate the research project from the
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parent training, the content of the training program itself,
the procedures and instruments of data collection, and considerations
about the use of human subjects.
Time Schedule of the Project
April (1980): The investigator contacted Pre-School teachers
and the Board chairperson to explore the
possibility of conducting research through
the Pre-'School
.
May: Explained the research project to the board of
the Pre-School
July: Obtained final approval from board members and
teachers for a letter about the study to be
sent to parents.
August: Pretested questionnaires with comparable
parents from other settings.
Sent letters to all parents of children enrolled
in the Pre-School (Appendix A and A').
September: All parents who volunteered to be research
respondents were contacted by telephone in
order to set interview appointments.
Informed consent letter signed (Appendix B) and
Time 1 interviews (Appendix C) and questionnaires
(Appendix D) administered to all respondents.
Letter sent to all Pre-School parents offering the
parent training course (Appendix E and E').
October: Start of first 9-session STEP course.
January (1981): Time 2 interviews (Appendix F) and questionnaires
administered to all couples in which one or both
partners had signed up for training.
February: Start of second 9-session STEP course.
May: Time 3 interviews (Appendix G) and questionnaires
administered to all respondents.
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June-August; Date analysis and writeup.
September: Report of results to all respondents (Appendix H).
Population and Sample
Population . In choosing a population for this study, three
characteristics were sought: (a) a high percentage of two-parent
families, (b) children in a narrow age range, (c) receptiveness to
parent training. A local Pre-School was found with a population of
families which met all three criteria.
a. This school has classes only two-and-a-half hours a day,
three days a week for 3-year-olds, and daily for four-year-olds.
With such limited class time, it attracts parents who primarily want
a socialization experience for their child, rather than substantial
child care that would allow both parents to work outside the home.
A high percentage of the parents are married and living together.
During the 1980-81 year, 27 out of the 29 children enrolled had
parents who were living together.
b. Since the school enrolls only 3- and 4-year-old children,
all potential respondents had a child within that age range.
c. Parent training had previously been offered at this
school for a fee. The two head teachers and the Chair of the Pre-
School board had all taken part in STEP programs and were enthusiastic
about the possibility of having parent training offered at the
school without charge.
A homogeneous population was chosen in order to control as
many
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variables as possible. Thus, for purposes of this research, it is
assumed that the groups did not differ significantly on character-
istics other than their participation in the STEP program.
Sample. All 58 parents of the 29 Pre-School children were
sent letters before the beginning of the school year and asked to
take part in the author's research study. Fifty parents (25 pairs)
agreed to do so. Of this total research sample, 12 parents later
took part in the training with their partners (P
2
's), and nine took
part alone (P^'s). Of the 29 parents who did not participate, nine
were spouses of single participants (N^'s), 12 were members of six
couples in which neither took part (N^'s), and eight had participated
in STEP groups during the previous year.
Assignment of STEP group participants to the Fall and Spring
groups (later labeled the experimental and the wait-list control
groups) was made primarily on the basis of the participants'
convenience rather than by random selection. However, the fact that
all control group members had signed up for and later did participate
in parent training established their pre-experimental equivalence
on the variable of willingness to engage in the training.
Demographic background . The educational background of these
parents ranged from high school through graduate school, with a heavy
weighting toward the latter. About half of the mothers worked outside
the home (predominantly in part time jobs). One father was at home
full-time, and another was at home for a large proportion of the winter.
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The parents' age range was 24 to 46; most were in their late 20' s or
early 30' s.
Three of these 25 families had one child each, 15 had two,
five had three, and only two families had more than three children.
Of the Pre-School children, eleven were the youngest in their
families, eight were oldest, three were only children, and three had
both younger and older siblings.
Means of Dissociating the Research Project from the Training
Several steps were taken to minimize the perceived connection
between the parent training and the research project. Parents of
children enrolled in the Pre-School program were invited to take part
in a research study on "children and child rearing." Two 9-week
courses of Systematic Training for Effective Parenting were later
offered without charge for any parents in the school, whether they had
signed up for the research or not. Letters describing the research
project and the STEP program (Appendices A and B) were designed to
keep the two as separate as possible in order to maximize the
cooperation of those parents not in a STEP group, and to minimize
the demand characteristics of the research instruments for STEP
participants. The focus of the interviews and questionnaires was on
the pre-school child and on changes in that child and the family since
the beginning of school rather than on the training program. Not
until the fourth question of the final interview (Appendix G) were
subjects told that issues related to parent training were one focus
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of interest for the researcher.
The Intervention
The form of parent training used in this research was
Systematic Training for Effective Parenting (STEP), formulated by
Dinkmeyer and McKay (1976). The investigator was an experienced STEP
group leader.
The STEP program is designed as a nine-session course. The
topics for the sessions are as follows:
1. Understanding children's behavior and misbehavior.
2. Understanding how children use emotions to involve
parents.
The "good" versus the responsible parent.
3. Encouragement.
4. Communication: Listening.
5. Communication: Exploring alternatives and expressing
your ideas and feelings.
6. Developiing responsibility: Natural and logical
consequences.
7. Decision making for parents.
8. The family meeting.
9. Developing confidence and using your potential.
The course outline presented in the STEP Leader's Manual was
used with the following modifications: (1) The first session
contained an increased emphasis on looking for positive
behavior.
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The homework assignment asked parents to write down one example
of positive behavior noted each day that week as well as to analyze
the "goals of misbehavior," the assignment suggested in the Handbook
.
(2) Liberated Parents, Liberated Children by Faber and Mazlish
f
(1974) was assigned in addition to the STEP Parent's Handbook
.
Chapter 5 of that book is a particularly important supplement to the
STEP material for Session 3 on encouragement. (3) The "Family
Meeting" session was scheduled as the sixth, rather than the eighth
session, after the units on communication and before "Developing
Responsibility," the first session on natural and logical consequences.
(4) STEP tapes were used selectively. In the first session, all of
the examples of parent-child interaction were played. In later
sessions, parents' reports of their own experiences and role playing
using .some of the scripts in the Leader' s Manual substituted for most
of the tape.
There were two nine-week STEP groups. The first began in
October and ended in January, with a break over Christmas vacation.
The second began in February and ended in April, with a break over
spring vacation. Both groups originally had 12 parents registered:
four couples, three mothers without their husbands, and one father
without his wife. The fall group did not lose any participants.
In the spring group, though, two fathers who had signed up to attend
with their wives were unable to attend because of conflicting
commitments. (One of these fathers did come to a session on an
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evening when he was free.) The father who had signed up alone had
done so after his wife had discovered she would be unable to attend.
At that time he seemed reluctant to come alone, and he actually
attended only the first meeting. In the spring group, therefore,
there were nine parents; two couples and five mothers who took part
without their husbands.
Each group met at the Pre-School for nine sessions from 7:30
to 9:00 on a week-day evening (Tuesdays in the fall, and Mondays
in the Spring). Coffee and tea were provided by the instructor.
No fee was charged for the course, but parents did pay for the
STEP Parent's Handbook ($4.25) and for Liberated Parents Liberated
Children
,
by Faber and Mazlish ($2.25).
If parents were absent, they were urged to listen to the STEP
audio tape for the session. No attempt was made to check on their
listening, but in about half of the absences parents borrowed tapes.
Parents were generally conscientious about letting the leader know
ahead of time if they would be absent. The average number of sessions
missed was one and a half.
Procedures for Collecting Data
The data collection at Time 1 was conducted by this investigator;
at Time 2 and Time 3, by two different research associates. At the
time of the first set of interviews, parents had not yet been given
the opportunity to sign up for' the training program. Thus, this
investigator's research objectives could not bias the interviews.
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Later, however, after parents had either participated in the program
or had declined to do so, her relationships with them would have
allowed the intrusion of bias. Therefore, another interviewer, not
acquainted with either the research or the parent training, collected
the January data, and a second such interviewer collected the May
data. Both interviewers were women who are trained counselors and
who have had professional and personal experience with young
children. Both rehearsed the data collection session with this
investigator. Interviews were audiotaped. During the data collection
period they were checked to be sure the interviewer was following the
planned procedures. At Time 3, this investigator interviewed the
seven parents who had participated in parent groups led by other
trainers during the year prior to this study.
All interviews took place at the parents' homes. Both members
of each couple were seen together unless this could not be arranged.
Two mothers and one of the two fathers from separated couples were
interviewed individually. The other father responded to the
questionnaires by mail but was not interviewed. One father (a joint
participant) was not available when the interviewer arrived at Time 2.
His wife was interviewed at that time; he was interviewed later.
Research Instruments
The research questions were investigated through both
questionnaires and interviews. Central to the research design are
questionnaire items 4 through 12 (Appendix D) which were used at all
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three time points. Time 2 interview questions 1 through 4 (Appendix
F) and Time 3 interview questions 7 through 11 (Appendix G).
Questionnaires. Essentially the same questionnaire was used
at Times 1, 2, and 3, except that Question 1 at Time 1, which asked
about participation in a childbirth education class, was replaced at
Times 2 and 3 by a question about the parent's satisfaction with the
child's Pre-School experience.
Variables measured
. Questionnaire items assessed the following
seven variables:
(1) Confidence as a parent (Item 6)
(2) Reward from parenting (Item 5)
(3) Satisfaction with child (Items 8 and 9)
(4) Difficulty of child (Item 7)
(5) Positivity of child's behavior (Item 10)
(6) Disagreement about child rearing (Item 4)
(7) Perceived discrepancy in parental goals (Items 11 and 12)
In choosing specific variables to measure, the researcher
was guided by her own aims as a parent trainer. These aims are
that participants in her groups will become more confident as parents,
will find parenting more rewarding, will feel more satisfied with
their children, and will perceive their children as behaving more
satisfactorily after the training group than before. The first five
variables pertain to these goals. The relevant research question is:
Do parents report improvement on these variables after taking part
in parent training, and do those who took part with their spouse
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report more improvement than those who took part alone?
Variables 6 and were chosen to gauge the degree of parental
agreement or disagreement. They pertain to the question: Do
parents who participate in training alone and their non-participating
spouses report more disagreement and greater goal discrepancy after
the training program than before.
Of the seven variables listed above, four are addressed by
direct questions: (#i) "in general, how confident do you feel in
handling the every day sorts of problems you face as a parent?"
(#2) "Child rearing can be both discouraging and rewarding. In
general, how do you find it?" (#4) "Comparing your child with
others his/her age, how difficult would you say s/he is?" (#6) "All
parents have some differences of opinion about how to bring up
children. How much disagreement do you and your spouse have about
this?" Parents wereiasked to respond to each of these questions on
a 9-point bipolar scale. The three remaining variables are addressed
by more complex measures.
The measure of "satisfaction with child" provides a relatively
subtle assessment of parents' feelings about how their child is
measuring up to their expectations. This measure, the disparity
between parents' descriptions of their real and their ideal child, can
be influenced by changes in parental expectations and/or by changes
in parental assessment of the child. Butler and Haigh (1954) used
changes in the discrepancy between real and ideal self as a measure
of the effects of psychotherapy. They considered greater congruence
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between real and ideal a sign of progress in therapy. In this
study, greater congruence between real and ideal child is considered
an increase in satisfaction. To measure degree of congruence,
sections 8 and 9 of the questionnaire ask parents to describe their
real and their ideal child by rating a list of adjectives. These
adjectives were chosen from Gough's (1952) Adjective Check List and
Walker's (1975) Child Behavior Check List.
Positivity of child's behavior was measured by a modified
Alderian Parental Assessment of Child Behavior Scale (APACBS).
This 32-item scale was designed by McKay (1976) for parents of
elementary school children. To make McKay's scale applicable for
younger children, eight of his items were rewritten. These items
are starred in Appendix D. To conform with other measures in the
questionnaire, a 9-point response scale was used rather than McKay's
original 7-point scale.
A reliability test of the original APACBS was reported by
McKay and HiTlman (1975). They reported their results as follows:
"The Cronbach alpha test for internal consistency ranged from .90 to
.91. The Pearson r test for stability over time yielded a coefficient
of .97" (p. 30). These reliability tests were repeated for the total
sample of 50 subjects in the present study. On the Time 1 administra-
tion of the APACBS, the Cronbach alpha was .81. (Of the eight items
modified for this study, six had above average and only two had below
average correlations with the total score. Thus these new items
were not responsible for the lower degree of internal consistency.)
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The Pearson
_r for stability over time, correlating the Time 1 and
Time 3 administrations for all 50 subjects, yielded a coefficient
of .67.
To assess what general characteristics were tapped by the
APACBS, its total score was correlated with each of the 40 adjectives
used to describe one's "real child" (Questionnaire Item 8). The four
adjectives which correlated most highly with the total APACBS score
were "cooperative" (r = .51, p < .001)^ "cheerful" (r = .37, p < .01),
"responsible" (r = .41, p < .01), and "dependable" (_r = .32, p <c .03).
A high score on the APACBS indicates a positive assessment of
the child's behavior. (All negative items are reverse-scored.) In
this study, the measure is considered to reflect the positiveness of
a parent's assessment of the child's behavior, abbreviated to
"positivity of child's behavior."
Perceived discrepancy in parental goals was measured by asking
each respondent to rank nine child rearing goals for self and for
spouse (questionnaire items 11 and 12). This list of goals was
adapted from a "goal list" used by Blum (1975) in his Long Form
Family Interview. The principal index derived from these items is
the discrepancy between the ranks of goal for self and perceived
goals for spouse. The use of this index was suggested by one study
of married couples (Levinger & Breedlove, 1966) which found that
spouses' percei ved self-other similarity correlated positively with
marital satisfaction, whereas actual self-other similarity did not.
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Pretest
. Questionnai res were pretested during the summer of
1980 with 12 parents of pre-school age children outside the study
population used in this study. Revisions were made in response to
their reactions. On the basis of the pre-tests it was determined
that the questi onnai re could be completed in about 30 minutes.
Intervi ews . The aim in designing the questionnaire was to
develop an instrument sufficiently broad and relevant to parent
training that it could tap changes which occurred with enough frequency
and magnitude to provide statistical significance. The interviews
(Appendices C, F, and 6) were designed to tap more idiosyncratic
changes. Their open ended questions allowed parents to talk about
those aspects of training that were most salient for them. These
responses were later compiled and, when appropriate, statistically
analyzed. The richness of these responses, however, is conveyed
better by quoting them than by dealing with them numerically.
The Time 1 interview (Appendix C) took approximately 15 minutes
and preceded the administration of the questionnaire. Its questions
asked about the children in the family, friendship and family networks,
perceived rewards and costs of parenting, and parents' perceptions
of their child rearing roles.
At Times 2 and 3, the research associates administered the
questionnaire before conducting the interview. Since uiese inter-
views focused on changes, holding them first might have influenced
parents' responses to the questionnaire. In these later interviews.
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all parents were asked about any changes they noticed in their Pre-
School child, or in their family, between that interview and the
time of the first one in September. They were then asked if they had
taken part in the parent training program. If either or both had
participated, both parents were asked about ways in which the
participation had affected the family. At Time 3, parents were
asked, in addition, to indicate how the STEP program might have
affected their relationship with each of their children and with
their spouse.
If one parent had participated without the other, the
interviewer attempted to determine how much of the course material
the second parent had learned from the participating parent or
from the Parent’s Manual . She also attempted to ascertain the non-
participant's attitude about the spouse's participation.
All interviews were audiotaped for later analysis.
Treatment of Data
This research had two aims: to examine the effects of
participation versus nonparticipation, and to compare the effects of
joint versus single participation. To best address each issue
required different samples, comparisons, and times of data
collection. One way to consider the statistical analysis is in
terms of two separate, but overlapping studies referred to here as
Part A and Part B.
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Par^. Part A, which best addresses the first aim of the
research, relies only on Time 1 and Time 2 data. Its sample contains
only couples in which one or both partners signed up for parent
4
training. Time 2 data were obtained from this sample only. At
that time, 12 parents had completed the first training program, and
12 others were signed up for the next one. For each training group,
four parents had signed up without their partners (P^'s) and eight
parents (four couples) had signed up together (P
2
's).^ Parents
who received the fall training form the experimental group for Part
A; those who were scheduled for the spring training form the wait-
list control group. In all, 16 couples participated in the Time 2
data collection. Of these 32 parents, 24 had signed up for the
program and eight were spouses who had not signed up. All 32 completed
the questionnaire, and 31 were interviewed.
Part B . Differences between single and joint participants
in the first group were analyzed using Time 2 data (Part A of the
study), however; the total number in this analysis was very small
(4 P^'s and 8 P
2
‘s). Analysis of differences between single and
joint participants becomes more meaningful when data for all
4. Participants and nonparticipants are also compared in Part B but
the nonparticipant group in that sample was made up of those who
said they did not want parent training. Therefore the nonparticipants
in Part B are a less appropriate control group for studying the
effects of the training than are those in Part A.
5. Of those signed up for the second parent training group, one
father was unable to attend at all and two attended only one session
each. These three fathers were later dropped from the control group
which changed the control group sample to nine parents (4 P 2 's
and
5 Pj's).
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participants is considered as was done in Part B. Part B is based
on Time 1 and Time 3 data and has as its research sample all 50
respondents. In this sample, there were 11 P
2
's, nine P^'s, nine N^'s
and 12 N
2
's, plus eight respondents who had been involved in parent
training the previous year.
For those persons who had parent training prior to this study.
Time 1 to Time 3 change scores provide neither a measure of the
effects of parent training nor an appropriate basis against which to
compare scores of participants. Therefore scores from the previous
participants are not included in the quanti tative analysis of the
questionnaire data. Responses from these participants are included,
though, in the analysis of interview data because in each interview
there were indications that the parent training experience still
seemed current and relevant to them.
Statistical analyses . All questionnaire data were punched onto
IBM cards and later transferred to disk storage for use on the Cyber
170 computer system. Programs from the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (Nie, et al., 1975) and the SPSS - 6000 Version 8.0
Update (Hohlen, 1979) were employed in tabulating the data and for
performing analyses of variance and computing correlations. A
probability level of .05 or less was used as the acceptable level of
statistical significance.
Considerations for the Use of Human Subjects
All respondents were adult volunteers. They were fully
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apprised of what would be requested of them as research respondents
and were informed that they could withdraw from the project at any
time. Before beginning to take part in the research, respondents
signed an informed consent form (Appendix B).
Subjects were informed about the results of the study
(Appendix H). In addition, the investigator offered to meet with
any interested parents to discuss their own responses and any
reactions they wished to talk about.
After the completion of the data collection, there was one
additional meeting with each group, and six months later, a follow-
up telephone call was made to each family still living in the area.
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The results of this research will be presented in three sections.
First, there will be an initial description of the total sample and
each sub-group based on Time 1 data. Second, there will be an analysis
of changes measured by the questionnaire--from Time 1 to Time 2, and
from Time 1 to Time 3—comparing participants with nonpartici pants.
Third, there will be a report of Time 2 and 3 interview responses.
Time 1
Time 1 responses provide a profile of the research group as
well as the baseline for later measures of change. They were
analyzed to determine what, if any, pre-training differences existed
between those persons who signed up for parent training and those
who did not, and between those who signed up to participate with
their spouses and those who signed up alone.
Questionnaire data were tabulated for seven variables. Five
pertain to individual parents' perceptions of their child or their
child rearing: (1) confidence as a parent, (2) reward from child
rearing, (3) satisfaction with child, (4) difficulty of child, and
(5) positivity of child's behavior. Two additional variables pertain
to father-mother interaction: (6) parents' reported disagreement
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about child rearing, and (7) perceived discrepancy in parental goals.
The mean scores for these variables, as well as the potential and
actual ranges, are presented in Table 2.
It should be noted that the average scores on items 1, 2, 4,
and 6 are very positive. These items are completely undisguised and
therefore are particularly susceptible to social desirability bias.
Two comments can be made in defense of the validity of these measures.
First, the respondents' high self ratings were congruent with their
Time 1 interview responses and with the experimenter's own subjective
impressions. Second, their responses to the two transparent questions
--(a) "Comparing your child with others his/her age, how difficult
would you say s/he is?" and (b) "How much disagreement do you and
your spouse have about child rearing?"— correlate positively with
those less obvious indices paired with them (i.e., (a) with the measure
of satisfaction with child [£ = .44, p .001], and with the APACBS
[r = .36, p < .01]; (b) with parents perceived goal agreement
[r = .44, p < .001].
No significant differences on any of the seven variables were
found between parents who asked to join a training group and those
who did not, nor between those who asked to join with their spouse
and those who asked to join alone. However, not all persons who
initially indicated a desire to join a parent group were later able
to attend. Therefore the data were reanalyzed with actual
attendance
in the parent training as the criterion for grouping respondents.
Those parents who initially asked to take part but did not actually
Table 2
Mean Scores at Time 1 for All Respondents (n=50)
Variable Possible Range Actual Range Mean Score Standard
Deviation
Confidence
as parent
1 to 9
Very unsure of myself
to very sure of
myself
4 to 9 7.4 1.1
Reward from
parenti ng
1 to 9
Extremely un-
rewarding to
extremely re-
ward! ng
5 to 9 7.8 1.1
Sati sfaction
with child
0 to 320
No discrepancy
between "real"
and "ideal" child
to maximum
discrepancy
27 to 116 58.8 20.3
Difficulty
of child
1 to 9
Not at al 1
difficult to
extremely
difficult
1 to 9 3.2 2.1
Positivity
of child'
s
behavior
32 to 288
Low to high
posi tivity
(1 to 9 on
32 items)
120 to 220 182.1 22.4
Di sagreement
about child
rearing
1 to 9
No disagreement
to a great deal
of disagreement
1 to 7 3.1 1.5
Perceived
discrepancy
in parental
goal s
0 to 40
No discrepancy
to maximum
di screpancy
0 to 24 10.9 5.9
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sign up, and the two parents who signed up but attended only one
session were placed in the group of nonparticipants. Using this
breakdown, significant differences were found for one of the seven
variables, "reward from child rearing." Parents who later participated
in the training together indicated at Time 1 that they found child
rearing significantly less rewarding than did members of either the
one- or the no-participant couples (see Table 3). The average score
for the joint participants was, however, still high (7.08 on a 9-point
scale)
.
Data were examined not only for differences between groups
based on later participation/nonparticipation, but also for differences
between fathers and mothers. It was necessary to be aware of any sex
differences in the variables chosen since the research groups differ
markedly in their proportions of males and females. The and N
2
groups each contain, of course, equal numbers of fathers and mothers.
The group, however, has only one father and eight mothers, and
the group the reverse. Using a t-test for differences between
fathers and mothers, and a two-way analysis of variance with
participation and sex, no significant differences by sex were found
on any of the variables.
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Table 3
Time 1 Mean Scores:
Sub-Groups Based on Later Participation in Parent Training
Variable
^2
'’l ^2 F
n=12 n=9 n=9 n=12
Confidence
as parent 7.00 7.56
Reward from
parenting 7.08 8.44
Satisfaction
with child 63.08 57.22
Difficulty
of child 4.33 2.44
Positivity
of child's
behavior 172.58 179.00
Disagreement
about child
reari ng 3.50 3.00
Percei ved
discrepancy
in parental
goals 11.50 9.33
7.11 7.67 .98
8.44 8.08 4.29*
51.56 52.00 1.15
2.56 2.92 2.04
192.89 184.58 1.67
2.67 2.83 .62
12.22 11.17 .38
P^ = Joint participants
P^ = Single participants
= Non-participating spouses
= Non-participants
p <• . 01
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Changes Measured by the Questionnaire
Research Question 1
Question 1 asks: Will parents who participate jointly in the
training program report a greater increase in confidence as parents,
reward from parenting, satisfaction with their child, or improvement
in their child's behavior than parents who participate singly, who,
in turn, report a greater increase than nonparticipants? Data
obtained from the questionnaire will be used to address each part of
this question. All analyses presented are based on change scores.
Change between Time 1 and Time 2 is reported as Part A of the study;
change between Time 1 and Time 3 is reported as Part B.
Confidence . No significant difference in amount of change
in confidence as a parent was found between participants and non-
participants nor between joint and single participants in either
Part A or Part B of the study. When one looks only at average scores
for a whole group, however, it is possible to lose sight of individual
changes. To better understand the meaning of the average change in
reported confidence, individual change scores from Time 1 to Time 3
were tallied for all training group participants. In Table 4 it can
be seen that the three parents who rated their confidence as less
than
_7 (on a 9-point scale) before training, showed an increase in
confidence; while six of the ten parents who had rated themselves as
8 or above before the training had indicated a decrease in confidence.
No "low" scores (under 7) were lowered. No high scores (over 7) were
raised.
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Table 4
Time 1 to Time 3 Change in Confidence
of STEP Participants (n=21)
Rating of
confidence
at Time 1
Number of
persons
with each rating
-2 -1 0 +1 +2
9 1 1
8 9 5 4
7 8 1 6 1
6 1 1
5 1 1
4 1 1
Change in Confidence of Nonparticipants (n=21)
9 2 1 1
8 10 6 4
7 6 2 4
6 1 1
5 2 2
4 0 0
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Change away from either too much or too little confidence can
be considered a more appropriate goal for parent training than an
across-the-board increase. Therefore, to check whether there was
more such change for participants than for nonparticipants, the
confidence scores of nonparticipants were also tallied (Table 4). The
same pattern, however, emerged for these parents. High scores tended
to be lowered, and low scores raised. Thus it appears that observed
changes in confidence are not effects of the parent training, but,
instead, stem from some other shared influence or reflect ceiling
effects and regression toward the mean.
Reward from parenting . No significant intergroup differences
were found in change in parents' reports of reward from parenting
either in Part A (Time 1 to Time 2) or Part B (Time 1 to Time 3)
analyses.
Satisfaction wtth child . Time 1 to Time 2 scores show a
significant increase in satisfaction for the participant group when
compared to the wait-list control group. This difference is signifi-
cant at the .004 level (see Table 5). Within the participant group,
amounts of change for joint and single participants were not
significantly different; but, contrary to expectations, the single
participants indicated greater positive change in satisfaction than
did the joint participants.
No significant differences were found among parents in different
conditions in their change in satisfaction from Time 1 to Time 3
(see Tabl e 6)
.
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Table 5
Mean Change Scores from Time 1 to Time 2 for Fall Training and
Wait-List Control Groups
Variable Participants in
Fall training
n=12
Wait-list Controls
n=9
F
Confidence
as parent -.25
-.22
.17
Reward from
Parenting .08 -.67
.07
Satisfaction
with child^ 13.17 4.78 10.87**
Diffi culty
of chi 1 d -.50 .56 2.18
Positivity
of child's
behavior 7.08 2.56 .62
^Mathematical signs on the scores for "satisfaction with child" have
been reversed to be consistent with other scores and to fit the title
of this variable. With their original signs these scores indicate
the amount of discrepancy between "real" and "ideal" child; thus, a
decrease in discrepancy (a negative score) has been transformed to
and increase in satisfaction (a positive score).
p <.004
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Table 6
Mean Change Scores from Time 1 to Time 3:
Groups Based on Participation in Parent Training
Variable
^2
n=12
”1
n=9 n=9
^2
n»12
_F
Confidence
as parent -.16 -.22 .40 -.08 .49
Reward from
parenting -.16 -.78 -.40 -.33
.99
Satisfaction
with child 7.66 5.66 -1.72 4.6 1.36
Difficulty
of child .08 .89 1.00 .25 .52
Positively
of child's
behavior 4.08 5.55 -1.22 4.70 .09
P
2
= Joint participants
Pj^ = Single participants
= Non-participating spouses of participants
N
2
=
Non-partici pants with non-participant spouses
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Improvement in child's behavior . Two measures of parents'
appraisal of their child's behavior were used: The Adlerian Parental
Assessment of Child Behavior Scale (APACBS) and the question,
"Comparing your child to others her(his) age, how difficult would
you say she(he) is? No significant differences among parent groups
were found on either of these measures in either part of the
study (Tables 5 & 6).
Summary of results for Question 1 . Analyses of differences
between the group of parents who had participated in the program
and the wait-list control group showed that on one of the four
variables, "satisfaction with child," participants had improved
significantly more than nonparticipants. No significant differences
were found between single and joint participants on any of the four
variables chosen to measure effectiveness of the parent training.
Question 2
Will parents taking the course alone (P^'s) and their non-
participating partners (N^'s) report more disagreement over child
rearing than before? To answer this question, data were analyzed
not only to determine if there was significant change after the
training (t-tests between Time 1 and Time 2, and between Time 1 and
Time 3 scores) but also to compare the amount of change shown by
single participant couples and joint participant couples (using
analysis of variance).
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In Part A, neither single participants nor their spouses
reported an increase in disagreement or in perceived discrepancy in
parental goals. Instead, there was a nonsignificant decrease shown
on these measures (Table 7).
In Part B, the single participants and their spouses showed
an increase in reported disagreement from Time 1 to Time 3 which was
significant at the .03 level. There was also a slight, nonsignificant
increase in reports of discrepancy in parental goals. Comparing these
changes by single participant couples with those shown by the joint
participant couples (Table 8), one sees that the difference between
the two groups is significant only at the .08 level. It should be
noted that the amount of disagreement reported by these P^-N^ couples
at Time 1 was low (2.83 on. a 9-point scale); thus the increase shown
at Time 3 may be due to the tendency of scores to shift toward the
mean.
Summary of results for Question 2 . Four scores for change in
parental disagreement were calculated—Time 1 to Time 2 and Time 1 to
Time 3 differences in reports of disagreement about child rearing and
of perceived discrepancy in parental goals. Of these, one--Time 1
to Time 3 reports of disagreement about child rearing— increased
significantly for single participant couples. There were no other
significant post-training changes between the joint and the single
participant couples.
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Table 7
Disagreement about Child Rearing for Joint and Single Participants:
Time 1 to Time 2
Variable P 2-P 2 Couples
(n=8)
P^-Nj Couples
(n=8)
F
Di sagreement
reported at
Time 1 ^ 4.38 3.75 .59
Change in
reported dis-
agreement
Time 1 to 2 ° .25 -.63 1.46
Perceived goal
discrepancy
Time 1 ^ 14.75 13.00 .40
Change in
perceived
goal dis-
crepancy
Time 1 to 2 “ 1.89 -3.00 2.93
^High score indicates more disagreement; low score> less disagreement.
^Time 1 score was subtracted from Time 2 score. Negative score indicates
that Time 2 score was lower than Time 1 score.
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Table 8
Disagreement About Child Rearing for Joint and Single Participants:
Time 1 to Time 3
Variables
(n=12)
Pj^-N^ couples
{n»18)
F
Disagreement
reported at
Time 1 3 3.50 2.83 1.29
Change in
reported dis-
agreement
Time 1 to 3 ^ -.08 -.56 3.25*
Perceived Goal
discrepancy
Time 1 3 11.50 10.78 .09
Change in
perceived goal
discrepancy
Time 1 to 3 -.83 1.11 .01
^High score indicates more disagreement; low score less disagreement.
^Time 1 score was subtracted from Time 3 score. Negative score indicates
that Time 3 score was lower than Time 1 score.
*p < . 08
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Interview Responses
Research questions 3 and 4 were concerned with the changes
reported by parents in their relationships with spouse or children
and in their perception of the effects of participation in the STEP
program. Data pertaining to these questions were obtained through the
Time 2 and Time 3 interviews.
This section first reviews the composition of the research
samples for the interviews and the Time 2 and 3 interview questions.
It then reports the findings.
Samples and Questions
Time 2 . In January the 12 parents who participated in the fall
training group (four couples and four single participants) and three
of the four nonparticipating spouses^ responded to interview questions
on the effects of the program. They were asked, "Can you, together,
think of any ways the program has affected your family?" "Are there
any ways in which being in the program has made things more difficult?"
"Are there any ways in which being in the program has made things
easier?" These three questions were deliberately general; however,
follow-up probes encouraged specificity. Because both Spring and
Fall participants were to be directly asked about their relationships
at Time 3, this topic was not covered at Time 2. It was hoped,
however, that parents would volunteer information about changes in
^The one parent not interviewed was not living with the
participant.
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rel d ti onshi ps dt Time 2 without direct questioning.
Time 3 . The sample who were interviewed about parent training
in May included not only the 21 participants (12 P
2
's and 9 P^'s)
and eight of the nine nonparticipating spouses from the Fall and
Spring groups, but also the seven parents who had participated in a
STEP group prior to this study. Six of those previous participants
had taken the STEP training as couples (p
2
's) and one singly (P^).
At time 3, therefore, 18 P
2
's, 10 P^'s, and eight N^'s responded
to questions about the parent training program.^
In the Time 3 interview, both participants and partners of
participants reported on changes in their relationships with their
spouses and children that might be associated with the training
program. Each respondent checked either "better," "worse," "no
change," or "unsure" for his or her relationship with each member
of the immediate family, and later explained how the STEP program
might have effected any reported change.
Participants were asked, in addition, "What do you feel you
gained from taking part in the STEP group?" Both participants and
nonparticipating spouses were asked if they had acquired any skills
from the course which they were still using.
The Findings
Research Question 3a . Will parents who participate in the
^Neither of the two Ni fathers who were separated from P^
mothers were interviewed at time 3.
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training or the nonparticipating partners of participants report using
new skills in ways which enhance their relationships with their
partners?
In the January interview, no respondents volunteered informa-
tion about changes in their marital relationships and, as stated
previously, no direct questions about relationships were asked. In
May, when a question on relationships was part of the interview, two-
thirds of the parents who participated jointly said that their
relationship with their spouse was better than in September. In
contrast, only one- fourth of the parents who participated alone and
one-fourth of the nonparticipating spouses indicated that their
relationship with their spouse had improved (Table 9). The difference
between these two groups is significant at the .05 level.
Table 9
Change in Marital Relationship Attributed to STEP Participation
by Joint and Single Participants
Improvement P =P
(n = 18 parents)
P -N
1
(n= 16 parents)
Some 12 4^
None 6 12®
= 4.35, p .05
a. Half of these parents were P^'s and half N^'s
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For some respondents, such improvement was directly linked to
skills learned in the program. Three parents specifically mentioned
using new communication skills, and one spoke of his increased aware-
ness of his partner's feelings. One participant emphasized that the
parenting skills taught in the class were general human relations
skills which she believed would benefit all of her relationships.
Other parents suggested more general reasons for their
improved husband-wife relationship. For example, when asked why he
felt his marital relationship was better, one nonparticipant said,
"Well, I don't know if there is anything specific. Maybe it's just
o
because Nan has a better relationship with our son. Just the fact
that there's less tension between them makes everybody feel better."
Two couples who had taken the course together, and one couple in which
the nonparticipating partner was previously well acquainted with STEP
skills and vocabulary, emphasized the benefits of developing a shared
perspective and a common language for child rearing.
Questions 3b . Will participating parents or nonparticipating
partners report using new skills so as to enhance their relationships
with their children?
Responses during the Time 2 interview indicated that many of
the Fall group parents were using skills from the course with their
children. Ten of the 12 participants interviewed in January stated
ways in which the course had been helpful in their child rearing, as
did two of the three nonparticipating spouses. (Table 10 shows the
^All names of parents and children have been altered.
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TABLE 10
Comments about Benefits and Difficulties Resulting from
STEP Participation
Time 2 Interview
Joint Participants
n=8
Benefits Difficulties
1
H. It gave us positive ways to
deal with behavior problems.
1
W. It gave us new tools.
2
H. More awareness with the family.
2 W. It has given us alternatives
for dealing with certain
situations.
3 H. It's changed the way we handle
certain problems. Discipline
is easier some of the time.
3
W. We're trying to find solutions
to things other than blowing
our stacks. I've backed off
some. I let him work things
out.
4
H. For a while I was trying to
change my approach to dealing
with the kids. I tried some
stuff; it seems to work, but I
may have slipped back into the
old rut.
4
W. It makes it easier for me not to
think I have to do everything for
my kids. Now I'm thinking about
what things they can do for
themselves. The Good Parent
chapter helped.
1
H. Can' t think of any.
1 W. We didn't take the course as
gospel, but just used what
helped.
2 H. The hardest aspect is com-
municating with the kids.
Instead of giving them solutions
to problems, helping them cone
up with their own solutions and
having them stick by their
decisions. It's easier just
to say, "No."
2 W. It's made me think about actions
and responses. It was easier to
give in.
3 H. Letting him make choices takes
more time.
3 W. I guess it's still more difficult
because it's not spontaneous
yet. It doesn't make it more
difficult. It's just that I
have to think about it. Before
I just reacted. Now I try to
hear what he's trying to say and
to think, "can I find a better
way to handle it?"
4 H. "I don't think it did that."
4
W. I have to think before I do
everything. It works out better
so maybe it's even easier in
the long run, but it is hard.
TABLE 10 (Continued)
Single Participants
n=4
Benefits Difficulties
5 W. Listening, that was the big skill.
I can diffuse a lot of the tension
by being able to hear what the kids
are saying. I feel like I'm hearing
them, and they're hearing me.
6 W. The reading helped, but I don't
think I got as much fran the course
as I hoped I would. I've fallen back
into my old ways.
7 W. Ignoring was an important new skill.
It helped in handling daily problems
like tattling and sibling rivalry.
8 H.
5
W. I had a hard time with the
book. It's too pat. I was
intimidated by that.
6 W. Child rearing requires more
thought now. It's more de-
manding. For a while I felt
so conscious of what I was
saying that I felt paranoid.
7 W. It makes you think about your
ways of parenting.
3 H. Only that I had to go out to
the group.
I acquired a lot of skills. The group
helped too-sharing similar experiences.
Benef i ts
Nonparticipating pertners
n=4
Diffi culties
5 H. Not interviewed on effects of parent
trai ni ng.
6 H. I can't think of any ways it helped.
7
H. We've tried some of the ideas together,
but I didn't have the benefit of the
group. Still, it was good to know
that a lot of parents have similar
problems; that you're not alone.
3 W. It helped in the management of the
kids. Most effective were the non-
involvement techniques. A lot of
behavioral things that came out of
the STEP program I already knew.
Having learn them gave us a
real common basis for looking at
our kids.
6 H. Having my wife go to one more
meeting each week made our
life more hectic.
7 H. I did not have the benefit of
the discussion or feel a part
of the group, so it was harder
for me to learn the new ways of
doing things.
8 W. There were no ways in which it
made things difficult; it was
very helpful
.
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most salient responses for each of the 15 parents interviewed.)
In response to a Time 3 question on changes in relationships
with children, 15 of the 18 joint participants and all 10 of the
single participants reported improvement in the relationship with
their Pre-School child. Two of the eight nonparticipating spouses
reported improvement. If one considers parents' relations with all
their children (age range, 4 months to 21 years) one finds that joint
participants checked improvement in their relationships with 33 of
their 44 children (75%), single participants checked improvement for
15 out of 22 children (68%), while nonparticipating spouses checked
improvement for only 9 out of 17 (93%) (Table 11). These differences,
though, are not statistically significant. In every case where a
training group participant checked either "no change" or "unsure" in
assessing a relationship with any one child, he or she had also marked
"better" for a relationship with one or more other children.
Considering all 36 respondents, only two nonparticipants checked
"no change" or "unsure" for changes in their relationships with all
of their children. Furthermore, no parent reported that a relation-
ship had been adversely affected by the STEP program (Table 11 ).
During Interview 3, parents were asked to explain how they
thought the STEP course was related to changes in their family, and
also whether they had acquired any skills from the course which they
found helpful. Table 12 contains a list of skills, practices, and
attitudes that were mentioned in reponse to these two questions; it
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Table 11 a
Changes in Parent-Child Relationships Attributed to STEP Program
Time 3 Interview
n =
^2
18 parents N
P]
= 10
i
parents n » 8 parents
Relationship
wi th: + 0 ? + 0 ? + 0 ?
Pre-School
Child 1 5 1 - 2 10 - . 6 1 1
Baby up to
1 year 2 - - 1 2 • • « 2 1
1 to 3 year-olds 3 - 1 - 2 - 1 1 2 -
5 to 12 year-old; 10 1 - 3 4 2 - - 2 - 1
13 years and older 3 1 - 2 - - - - - -
All children 33 3 0 8 15 6 0 1 9 5 0 3
P
2
= Joint participants
Pj = Single participants
= Spouses of single participants
+ = Better
0 = No change
- = Worse
? = Unsure
Changes in Parent-Child
Table 11 b
Relationships Attributed to STEP Program
^2
Improved 33 15 9
Not improved 11 7 8
2.83 p " .25
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Table 12
Gains Reported from STEP Program: Time 3 Interview
Item Number of interviews in
which item was mentioned®
Listening s-kills 13
Logical consequences 8
Letting kids solve their own problems and
staying out of sibling agruments 8
Worrying less/ more relaxed attitude 4
Clearer about m'/ role/ More sure about what I'm
asking from children/ In touch with my feelings 4
Understanding goals of behavior 3
Focusing on positive behavior 3
Realizing that children are people too/
Respect for child 3
Have more options 3
"I messages" 3
"Problem ownership" 3
Setting limits 3
Allowing children to be responsible for their
own decisions 3
Feel less need to be the "good parent", more
able to be "responsible parent" 3
More democratic 2
Fami ly meeting 2
Encouragement 1
Problem solving skills 1
More confident 1
Can avoid power struggles 1
Spank less 1
More aware of what children need from me 1
More willing to insist on my own rights 1
Not repeating myself so often 1
^19 interviews (17 with couples, 2 with single mothers).
78
shows the number of interviews in which each was mentioned. (An
item was tallied only once during an interview, even if both members
of a couple spoke about it.)
There were 19 interviews (17 with couples; two with single
mothers). In 12 of these, parents mentioned that "listening skills"
had been important in improving relationships. In eight interviews,
parents stated that using "logical consequences" had been helpful. In
seven of the interviews "learning to let kids solve their own problems"
and "staying out of sibling arguments" were nominated as, crucial new
behaviors. Twenty- one other items were mentioned as important new
acquisitions by one or more parents. The variety of items listed
in Table 12, and the relatively few that were mentioned by many
people, reflects the idiosyncratic nature of the reported gains.
Question 4 . Will participating parents or the nonparticipating
partners of participants report negative effects of the training
program on their relationships either (a) with their spouse or
(b) with their children?
The Time 2 interview included the broad question, "Are there
any ways in which being in the program has made things more difficult?"
This question, with follow-up probes, was intended to pick up the
respondents' own negative feelings about participation, or their
perceptions of other family members' negative reactions to any of
the practices recoirmended in the course. However, this kind of
negative response was not given. No respondent mentioned any negative
effects of the program on their relationships with either spouse or
children.
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Seven of the 12 Fall participants did say that the course had
made child rearing more difficult (see Table 10). Each of the seven^
however, referred to the difficulty of accomplishing change itself.
In fact, these responses provide some of the study's most convincing
evidence that parents were actually trying to use the techniques
taught in the course (see responses of 2H, 2W, 3H, 3W, 4W, 6W and 7W
in Table 10). The most negative of these comments was the following
one:
Child rearing requires more thought now. It's more
demanding. Sometimes I'm so conscious of what I'm
saying that I feel paranoid. I'm about ready to throw
it all out.
Other comments about the difficulty of making changes had a
more positive tone, such as:
It's more difficult, because I have to think before
Ido anything. Usually it works out better, so maybe it's
even easier in the long run, but it is difficult.
One of the three nonparticipating parents interviewed at Time
2 complained that the course had made life more hectic because his
wife had gone out for one more evening each week. Another non-
participant responded to the same question by expressing how hard he
felt it was for him to learn the new techniques without the support
the group had provided for his wife and the other participants
(Table 10).
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At Time 3, no respondent checked that any relationship with
child or spouse was worse (Tables 9 & 11). On the check sheet, the
"unsure" category was included specifically to make it easier to
express negative feelings. However, our probes revealed that, in
each case where the "unsure" response was used, it meant indecision
between "no change" and "better."
To further probe for negative reactions, respondents were asked:
"How could the STEP course have been more useful?" followed by, "I'm
really looking for any negative feelings you may have about the
course." This line of questioning netted a total of six complaints
about the STEP Manual, two about uneven group participation, and two
complaints from a pair of previous participants about the organiza-
tion of their STEP group. No comments indicated that any parent had
found the course detrimental to family relationships. (It should be
remembered that the interviewers had no direct connection with the
training groups.)
Thus, in answer to Question 4, it can be stated that neither
participants nor nonparticipating partners reported any negative
effects of the training program on family relationships.
Parents' opinions about joint versus single participation.
Not only were questionnaire and interview data examined for differences
between single and joint participants but, in addition, participants
were asked directly, "What difference do you think it made for you,
taking the course together?" or ". . . without your husband/wife?"
Nonparticipants were asked, "How was it for you, having your wife
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(husband) taking the course without you?" Verbatim responses are shown
in Tables 13, 14, and 15.
Joint participants were emphatic in stressing the importance
of taking the course together. Some (e.g., 2W, 3W, and 4H, Table 13)
suggested that it is essential that both partners participate.
Representative of joint participants' comments are the following two
by a couple who had taken the training a year prior to this study.
Husband : If one parent takes the course and the other
one doesn't, you just don't know what's going on. I
mean, we took it together, and we can experiment with
these things. I don't have to explain to Sara what I am
doing. I just kind of look at her, and she knows what I'm
doing; and when she's doing something, I know what she's
doing and just keep my mouth shut. It's probably like a
success rate of 90% versus a success rate of 10%. It seems
to me it makes a very big difference.
Wife : If you didn't know there was some principle behind
some of the things, such as using "logical consequences,"
parents could really cross wires. When it comes to the
crunch, we are both on the same wave length, and whoever
decides to handle a situation can handle it without having
to explain to the other one.
Four of the single participants said they wished they had taken
the course together with their spouse. They said they believed that
joint participation would have made them better able to talk with one
another about the ideas presented in the class and to reinforce each
other in putting ideas into practice (i.e.. Parents, 2, 4, 6, and 8 in
Table 14).
The responses of the nonparticipatinq partners of participants
(Table 15) reflected considerable interest in the STEP course. Three
of the eight had initially asked to join a group, but conflicting
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Table 13
Joint Participants' Comments on Joint Versus Single Participation
from Time 3 Interviews
Couple 1 . W. We were both able to u se the approach; to support each
other .
H. Ideas would have been lost in translation if both of us
hadn't been there in class.
Couple 2 . H. Well, I think it would be more difficult if only one
parent came to class unless the other parent would do
the reading and they would discuss the theories. If
just one parent was doing the reading and trying to put
those theories into practice, I could see that it would
present problems as far as the children were concerned.
W. It seems to me it would have to be both parents participating,
whether both parents were actually taking the course, or
one taking it and the other getting it from the book.
H. You see, both of us were aware of the different theories
presented in class, and we both discussed how we felt
about putting these theories to work , and things went
well
.
Couple 3 . H. I think being in the course together helped us to under-
stand a little better how each other was perceiving Anthony,*
because we don't see him the same way. I think it is
very helpful to really hear, in the group, what, for one
reason or another, we don't get to hear about each other's
reactions. I think it was helpful to have both of us
functioning in the same context.
W. I think being in the group together is almost imperative ,
because to me one of the most important things about child
rearing is to be consistent. First of all, in your own
relationship with the child, but I also think it helps a
lot if the two parents have the same response to the child
as wel 1
.
Couple 4. H. If one parent takes the course and the other one doesn't,
you just don't know what's going on. I mean we took it
together, and we can experiment with these things. I don't
have to explain to Sara what I am doing. I just look at
her and she knows what I'm doing and when she's doing
something; I know what she's doing, and just keep my mouth
shut. It seems to me it makes a very big difference. It's
probably like a success rate of 90% versus a success rate of 10%.
W. I agree, if you didn't know there was some principle behind
some of the things you do, such as using natural consequences,
parents could really cross wires. Now when it comes to the
crunch time we are both on the same wave length . Whichever
parent decides to handle the situation can handle it without
having to explain to the other parent.
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Table 13 (continued)
5. W. We. were lucky to take it together. That makes a bio
difference
. We can comment on each other' s tehavior and
we understand. Also it was fun spending time together
going to class and talking about it afterwards.
H. Also, consistency is one of the most important things in
child rearing. So it is really important to go into
something like this together
.
Couple 6. H. I think the team effort was good. We both had different
insights, different approaches. We were able to be a
discussion group, Lori and I, as to what it was all about
and what we thought of this or that. That was probably
our biggest bit of homework, sorting out the material we
had picked up from the Manual and from classes.
W. I guess it gave me something to back up my convictions,
some outside authority. When I would say we should handle
a problem such and such a way and he would be handling it
a different way, I had the STEP program to refer to because
he had been there. If I had gone to the course alone, it
wouldn't have been the same , since mv approach in snmp
cases had been similar to the STEP approach already and
Paul's hadn't. Since we took the course, I think I've
changed in using some of the things more, and maybe Paul
has changed in understanding a little bit better that when
I don't intervene in a situation it isn't because I don't
hear or don't care. (We're not in great agreement on this
yet.) But I think where as before he thought that if I
didn't step into a fight it was because I was shirking
my duty, he now realizes that I may have some active
purpose in not intervening in the fight.
H. Now we have some common background on child rearing.
W. Now we have common material on which we can disagree.
H. That's right, (laughter from husband and wife) that's
exactly right. That's very well put, we have common
material on which we can now disagree .
Couple 7 . W. I really felt sorry for those people there without their
spouses because we could discuss common goals and aims ,
and understand what each other was talking about. Tf”
there was a problem, I wouldn't have to go through the
groundwork of explaining the STEP method to Eric. We
could both look for the right solution knowing the sort of
right solution we were looking for.
H. I think it would be very frustrating if one person was
trying out a new system and not the other;/ / terri fic
grounds for discord and disagreement.
Couple 3 . H. Because we had both taken the course, we tried to work
together on the things we had talked about . If we hadn't
taken it together, one of us would have been kind of out
in the cold.
W. Yes, I really thought it would be good for us both to
have the same background, the same ideas, even if we
didn't necessarily agree, we would know where the other
one was coming from.
Names of adults and children have been changed.
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Table 14
Single Participants' Comments on Joint Versus Single Participation
from Time 3 Interviews
^
^
think it's valuable to have both couples and non-couples
in the class. I didn't feel it was a disadvantage at all
without my husband. I'd come home and talk about what we had
discussed, and I would share what I was reading in the books.
I think our attitudes are very similar.
2 W. I wish we had taken it together . I could see how the couples
who were in the course could work on things together a little
bit more. It was very hard for me just to come home and say,
"this is what's gonna happen if we do this." Usually what I
would do is just try something and see what happened. It
was just too hard for me to come home and then have to talk
with Bob about it.
3 W. It was much easier being in class alone because I could say
whatever I wanted. I didn't have to put up with ten's implied
criticisms or disagreement with what I said. I mean, if I
said something was that way in our house, nobody would dare
to question it. But as far as trying to apply things at home,
it was more frustrating, because I either had to tell ten what
I thought we ought to be doing, which never works, or I would
try to do it by myself and he didn't know what was going on.
So I think it made it more difficult to do any of the things
that the course suggested .
4 W. I think it would have been easier if we both took the course
and could have worked on things together.
5 W. Ted and I basically share ideas, but we would probably have
had more discussion if we had been taking the course together .
6 W. Relating things second-hand just isn't as effective as having
someone get them directly, but since I'm the primary caretaker,
the course was beneficial. Still, if two people were taking the
course together they wouldn't be so likely to lapse in using
the ideas.
7 H. Practically speaking, there was no great difficulty , but it
would have been nice to have her there.
8 W. I think it made a big difference. In class we'd talk about
different problems and different ways we might apply ideas
from the course. I'd try to share the discussions with A1
,
but it loses something in the telling. It was harder to
implement things when both of us weren't always thinking along
the same lines or having the same goal. Basically, in the
end, we do have the same goals, but on specific new things we
don't. If we had been in the class together, then when a
situation came up, I think we could think along the same lines
on how to deal with it.
Nonparticipants' Comments on their Partner's Participation in
Parent Training from Time 3 Interviews
Having Betsy go alone didn't make too much difference since
we tal ked about the course together.
I wanted to take the course, but I had a previous commitment
for that night. I wish I could have, because I knew Pam got
less out of it than she might have because I couldn't contribute
or go along with whatever she was doing.
I was interested in knowing what Martha was learning and hoping
to be able to apply it myself. But right now, I'm working on
other things that I've learned in another set of experiences
I've had recently.
It worked out wel
1
. I read some chapters and discussed things
with Judy after the meetings. You see. I've never seemed to
have any trouble handling Tricia. Now, since Judy's taken the
course, she seems able to get her to do things much better
than before.
Ruth shared information from the class. There was no conflict
raised
,
no problems. I would have liked to take the course,
but time didn't permit it.
On several occasions we discussed techniques, particularly ones
that related to certain behaviors we were concerned about. I
didn't do the reading.
Art's taking the course was really beneficial . He began to
look at the kids' behavior in a more analytical way. In the
beginning I read the book. Art kept a notebook and we discussed
things after he came back from class.
It was okay . I signed up, but I couldn't attend. I read some
of the material.
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commitments had interfered. None of the nonparticipating partners
indicated disapproval of their spouses participation.
Nonparticipants were also asked, "Did you follow what was
going on in the course? In what way?" Their degrees of involvement
ranged from occasionally talking about the course with their spouse,
to having discussions after every class and reading much of the
assigned material. Each of these nonparticipants showed some aware-
ness of the principles underlying the STEP program; none expressed
disagreement with either the philosophy or the suggested practices.
Long range effects of parent training . Seven of the research
respondents had participated in STEP groups the year prior to this
study. These parents would have felt no pressure to give positive
reports to please the experimenter; in fact, one couple made strongly
negative comments about the group they had attended. Every one of
these previous participants, nevertheless, gave concrete examples of
how their experience in the STEP group continued to affect their
parenting. For example, one mother said:
There's been a major change in my focus with the
children. The whole principle of relating to them in
such a way that your goal is to help them become self-
sufficient rather than that your goal is to bring them
up to be "good children" or "successful people" according
to some preconceived ideal on your part of what it means
to be a successful or a good person.
And the idea that you don't solve problems for them; you
help them solve their own problems. That's a big shift
in my thinking as a parent.
R7
A father said:
Even if you don't like the way your parents brought
you up, you may not know any alternatives unless you go
out and look for them. I didn't really know how to deal
with misbehavior except to punish until I took the course.
My relationship with Susie is a lot better now. It may be
partly because she has gotten older, but I think it is
partly because I've learned to eliminate so many of the
power struggles I was having with her.
Also, even though I always knew it was important to
listen to kids, the course really reinforced that.
One couple reported with pleasure that their family had just celebrated
their first anniversary of having family meetings. To mark the event,
the whole family had gone out to a restaurant and had dealt with
that week's agenda while waiting for their dinner. Family meeting
had been an important step in changing the atmosphere of their home
when it was first introduced; and after a year, they still found
the regular meetings helpful.
Summary of Interview Data
In the interviews, parents spoke of specific ways in which
the STEP course had been useful. This was true both for couples who
had participated together and for pairs with only one participant.
More joint participants than single participants reported improvement
in their marital relationship (p <.05). Joint participants also
reported improvement in a larger percentage of their relationships
with their children than did single participants, but this difference
was not significant. No one reported negative effects of the training
program on relationships with either spouse or children. All joint
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participants and the majority of single participants said that
attending a parent group is likely to be more effective if both
parents take part than if one does.
These findings will be discussed in Chapter V.
CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
If only one parent starts to use this new approach,
there will be definite improvement in the relationship
between that parent and the children, but the relation-
ship between the other parent and the children may get
worse. Furthermore, when both parents try to learn this
new approach together, they can help each other a great
deal. (Gordon, 1975, p. 6)
The above statement, quoted in Chapter I, served as one
stimulus for developing the research questions for this study. What
light do the findings presented in Chapter IV shed on the original
statement?
"If a parent starts to use this new approach there will be
improvement in the relationship between that parent and the children."
Two findings support this statement. In the interviews, parents who
took part in the STEP groups reported improvement in their relationships
with about three-quarters of their children; all reported that
their relationship with at least one of their children had improved
because of the program. On the questionnaires, parents who participated
in the Fall training program (experimental group) showed a significant
increase in "satisfaction with child" in comparison to those parents
who were waiting to take part in the Spring program (control group).
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"But the relationship between the other parent and the children
may get worse ." No evidence was found to support this statement. On
the contrary, nonparticipating spouses of single participants
indicated an improvement in their relationships with about half of their
children; seven of the nine reported that their relationship with at
least one of their children had improved. In assessing this finding*
it is important to note that most of these nonparticipants discussed
the course with their partners and were supportive of their partner's
pa rtici pat ion.
"When both parents try to learn this new approach together,
they can help each other a great deal. " This contention was strongly
supported by the interview data. When asked about the differences
between joint and single participation, most respondents (both single
and joint participants) indicated that taking part together was
preferable. Of the 21 participants interviewed after they took the
course, only two single participants said that taking part alone was
no handicap; both of these participants had, however, discussed the
course regularly with their spouses.
Applying Structural Family Theory
Looking at the aboye findings in structural family terms, it
aopears that although parents preferred joint participation, single
participation did not lead to dysfunctional parent-child alliances.
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The Relationship between Spouses
Although Gordon expressed concern about possible negative
effects of one-parent participation on the parent-child relationship,
he did not mention its effects on the marital relationship. The
effects of single participation on the spouse or the parental sub-
systems would, however, be of primary concern to structural family
theorists.
In interviews, no participant nor any nonparticipating spouse
indicated that the program had any negative effect on the marital
relationship. Questionnaire responses, however, indicate that
single participants and their spouses reported more disagreement over
child rearing after training than they did before. This finding
is in line with the expectations of the study; however, the amount
of disagreement reported after training was still low.
While single participation, under the conditions of this
study, may not have disrupted the spouse or parental subsystems,
joint participation may have strengthened them. Sixty-seven percent
of the joint participants reported that their relationship as a couple
had improved; only 25 percent of the single participants and their
spouses reported such improvement.
The following comments from Table 13 reflect positive effects
of joint participation on the parental subsystem.
IW. We were both able to use the approach; to support
each other.
2H. We both discussed how we felt about putting these
theories to work, And things went well.
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3H. Being in the course together helped us to under-
stand a little better how each other was perceiving
Anthony.
It is interesting to note that some joint participants expressed
awareness that single participation could be disruptive.
7H. I think it would be very frustrating if one parent
was trying out a new system and not the other;
terrific grounds for disagreement.
8H. ..Ifwehadn't taken the course together, one of us
would have been kind of out in the cold.
One comment from Table 13 seems relevant to the spouse subsystems.
The wife in Couple 5 said:
... If was fun spending time together going to the
class and talking about it afterwards.
This statement reflects the fact that simply sharing such an experience
may have a positive effect which is not dependent on the actual
content of the course.
The primary focus of this research was on the differential
effects of single and joint participation. A secondary focus was on
the effects of the parent training per se. Effects of the training
itself can also be examined in terms of structural family theory. In
Chapter I, eight questions were suggested for evaluating parent
training programs. Two questions pertained to the parental and spouse
subsystems and to cross-generational alliances and thus were central
in studying parents' comments about joint versus single participation.
In analyzing participants' comments about the impact of the training
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program on their families, the questions on enmeshment versus
di fferentiation
,
on subsystem boundaries
,
on age-appropriate autonomy.
on the sibling subsystem , and on flexibili ty are relevant.
A single change in a family system may, in fact, be discussed
with regard to more than one of these topics. Consider the following
example. The parents of one elementary school child had been totally
involved in his morning routine, reminding him constantly of the next
step in getting ready; when it seemed he would be late, they, even
more than he, became tense and anxious. After they decided to remove
themselves from his morning routine, to give him his own alarm clock
and allow him the responsibility of choosing between being on time
for the bus or walking to school, this family moved from its enmeshed
state into a state of increased differentiation. The parents
established clearer boundaries between themselves and their son,
and helped him become more autonomous. Perhaps most important, they
broke a pattern of behavior that was not working well and tried new
ways of responding, thus becoming more flexible in their functioning.
Parents' comments on ways that the STEP program made things
easier for them illustrate other structural changes. Three examples
from Table 10 are presented below with structural family theory
interpretations suggested parenthetically.
We're trying to find solutions to things other than
blowing our stacks (increased flexibility). I've backed
off some (reduced enmeshment), and I let him work things
out (age-appropriate autonomy).
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It makes it easier for me not thinking I have to do
everything for my kids. Now I'm thinking about what
they can do for themselves (age-appropriate autonomy).
"Ignoring" was an important new skill (flexibility).
It helped in handling daily problems like tattling and
sibling rivalry (strengthening boundaries of the sibling
subsystem)
.
Table 12 presented a list of gains from the STEP program that
were reported by parents in the Time 3 Interview. Acquiring any of
the new skills listed there can be seen as increasing the parents'
flexibility. This sense of having developed alternative ways to
respond seems to be a major benefit from parent training.
A second major category of change, illustrated in Table 12,
is a reduction in enmeshment. Certain skills which are taught in the
STEP program (e.g. understanding the goals of behavior, using "I
messages," and determining "problem ownership") require a sense of
the boundaries between self and other. Likewise, allowing children
to be responsible for their own decisions, feeling less need to be
the "good parent," and a willingness to insist on one's own rights,
all reflect parental moves away from enmeshment and toward
differentiation.
Table 12 also contains examples of respect for the sibling
subsystem (staying out of sibling arguments) and of age-appropriate
autonomy (allowing children to be responsible for their own decisions).
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Review of Findings
In the above discussion, selected findings were linked to
ideas which gave rise to this study. Here a more general review
and interpretation of findings will be presented.
One significant difference stands out in the comparison of
post-training change on the questionnaire items for parents in the
experimental group with that for parents in the wait-control group
(Payi'.t A of the study). Experimental group parents expressed greater
increase in satisfaction with their child than did the controls.
On the other hand, parents' evaluations of their child's behavior
(measured by the Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child Behavior
Scale and a question on difficulty of the child) and parents' reports
of their confidence and of their reward from parenting did not differ
significantly between groups. In Part B of the study, no significant
differences were found among the four groups--the parents who
participated jointly, those who participated singly, spouses of
single participants, or pairs of nonparti cipants--on any of these
variables.
If, as the research questions had anticipated, parent traininig
had positively affected these variables, and if joint participation
had strengthened these effects; then results should have shown
positive change for both groups of participants compared to non-
participants, and perhaps more change for nonparticipants who were
living with participants than for the pairs of nonparticipants. No
such results were found. In the interviews, however, parents reported
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important changes in their families which they attributed to the
course. They further indicated that joint participation was
preferable to single participation.
Interpretation of these Findings
In light of the interview responses, why was to little dif-
ference between groups found in the questionnaire data? Explanations
for the absence of convincing quantitative support relate back to
limitations on parent training research discussed in Chapter II.
Before searching for other explanations one should consider
the possibility that, in fact, parent training has no real effect
on child rearing. It is merely a pleasant experience which leads
participants to respond positively to measures that are closely
connected to the training group. In this study, the questionnaire
items were not directly connected to the STEP course, but some
interview questions were. According to this logic, therefore,
interview questions were more likely to pick up responses positive
to parent training than questionnaire items. In the STEP studies
reviewed in Chapter II, parent questionnaires were connected to the
course, and in most cases were administered directly by the leader
at the last session. The significant post-training change reported
by parents in most of these studies is thus explainable in terms
of the parents' own expectation for change plus the demand
characteristics of the questionnaires. In only two studies (Gould,
1979; Summerlin & Ward, 1978) did data from respondents other than
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group members (e.g., teachers or children) indicate significant
change, but both of these studies contained methodological weaknesses
that raise questions about their results.
The quality of the interview responses in this study and also
that by de Sherbinin (1981), however, refute the suggestion that
parent training has no effect on child rearing. Parents did, it is
true, report global enjoyment of the course and appreciation of the
leader. Of particular interest^ though, were the specific changes
parents mentioned. For example, a couple who initially reported
nightly arguments with their children about food, later described
the change their family has made in mealtime rules and dramatic
differences in their dinner time atmosphere. At the beginning of the
course, several parents described the immense time and energy they
spent each morning to ensure that their children were ready for school
on time. By the end of the course, these parents had turned over
this responsibility to their children. In the Time 3 interview, one
of these parents reported with amusement that she had been wrong in
her belief that her son had almost no sense of time. On the contrary,
when deprived of her constant reminders, but faced with the
possibility of walking if he missed the school bus, he managed day
after day to get out of the house precisely 15 seconds before the bus
arrived. These examples, which mothers and fathers described
together^ were too concrete to have been created merely to please
the researcher.
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If one accepts the conclusion that parent training does have
an effect on child rearing, an alternative explanation must be
found for the contrast between participants' enthusiastic responses
to parent training and the unconvincing results of quantitative
research. It is here suggested that the primary reason for weak
quantitative findings may be that changes which occur are idiosyncratic.
In Table 12 there is a list of 24 ways parents reported they gained
from the course. It should be noted that only three of the 24 gains
were mentioned by more than four couples, and eight were mentioned
in only one interview each. No matter how crucial a change might
be for the parent reporting it, an item mentioned only once could
have no statistical significance.
A gain mentioned in only one parent interview was "more
confident." Increasing parental confidence had been chosen as one
of the major variables for quantitative analysis in this study.
Pretest data showed, however, that the group as a whole already
expressed a high level of confidence; thus a further increase in
parental confidence did not seem to be an appropriate group goal.
One father, however, found this an appropriate goal for himself and
said that the course had indeed helped him meet it. Another father,
in contrast, came into the group reluctantly, feeling that he knew
all he needed to know about child rearing. On the pretest, he rated
himself at the high extreme of parental confidence; a slight drop
in his score therefore seemed to reflect his greater openness to new
ideas and his increased willingness to listen to his children. Thus,
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an increased score and a decreased score, though canceling each other
out statistically, can both be seen as indicating positive change.
While Qualitative analysis can account for diversity in type of
direction of change, quantitative analysis cannot.
Limitations of this Study
Method of Data Collection
Following from the above discussion one must ask whether it
is appropriate to use simple quantitative measures to assess the
impact of an intervention as broad as participation in a STEP group
on an activity as multifaceted as child .rearing. (Limitations of
the questionnaire will be discussed below.) The interviews provided
a broader medium for tapping individual post-trai ning changes
parents perceived than did the questionnaire. However, to measure
changes in family functioning, which may not be consciously recognized
by parents, would have required pre- and post-training observation
of family interaction. Observational measures have limitations
which will not be discussed here; however, their use would have
added an important dimension to this study.
Questionnaire . Considering the specific questionnaire items
used in this research one can indeed question their sensitivity to
t'^e variety of changes which occurred. Specifically, of the five
items used to assess effectiveness of the training, four are bipolar
scales with assigned "positive" and "negative" dimensions. Although
it is hard to make a case against the positive value assigned to
100
increased "reward from parenting" or decreased "difficulty of child,"
questions have already been raised about the appropriateness of a
single value scale for "parental confidence." These same questions
could be raised about the Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child
Behavior Scale (APACBS). This instrument contains 32 statements
about a child's behavior and asks parents to rate how often their
child exhibits that behavior on a scale from "never" to "always."
The construction of the APACBS assumes that the extreme positive end
of the continuum is most desirable for each item, e.g., that all
parents would most like to have their child always "respond
promptly," always "figure out solutions to his/her own problems,"
and never "argue with" the parent. A mother might be delighted that
her previously very withdrawn child who before the program had
"never" argued with her, occasionally did so after the program.
Nevertheless, her rating on that APACBS item would indicate a loss,
not a gain. Thus it is possible that changes perceived as positive
by a parent could cancel each other out in the cumulative score.
In the present study, however, as in previous STEP research, the
total post-training APACBS score was compared with the total pre-
training score.
Of the questionnaire items only the measure of "satisfaction
with child" took account of individual differences in the type of
change desired. In this measure, each word describing a child was
rated, not against a pre-determined standard but against the parent's
own rating of how much they would like that word to describe the
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child. Thus "satisfaction" was equated with congruence between the
parent's own ratings of their "real" child and their "ideal" child.
As such, this measure seems the most sensitive of the questionnaire
items.
Other Limitations
In addition to limitations in the instruments used to measure
change, the present study was limited by small sample size, the
narrowness of the sample, the lack of random assignment of subjects
to research groups, and the reactivity of measurement. Each of these
will be discussed below.
Sample size . Although 50 respondents, the total sample in
this study, is an average size for studies on parent training and
larger than that of most STEP studies, it is still very small. The
smallest subgroup--single participants in the Fall program--had
only four members, while the largest subgroup--^[ll joint partici pants--
had 18 members. Although the quanitative data from the questionnaire
were analyzed extensively, obtaining strong statistical significance
with a sample of this size is unlikely.
Narrowness of the sample . Respondents in this study were
drawn from a group of people with above-average education and with
a high interest in their roles as parents. This high interest in
family was reflected in the pre-training questionnaire and inter-
view responses. Already at that time most respondents indicated
that they found child rearing very rewarding, were confident in their
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role as parents, and did not find their children particularly difficult.
Because their initial responses were already near a ceiling, the
use of this sample reduced the likelihood of finding significant positive
change on the post- training questionnaire.
By intent, the sample was controlled for age of child and,
to a lesser extent, for social class and educational background.
Because of the research design, the sample was inadvertently,
but necessarily, controlled also for father's interest in child
rearing. (Most studies on parent training have only, or pre-
dominantly, mothers as respondents.) Because a primary purpose of
the research was to examine the effects of parent training on the
couple when only one member took part, it was essential to obtain
information from nonparticipating partners. However, limiting the
sample to couples in which both members were willing to be
respondents^ probably does not give a sample of single participant
couples representative of the population at large.
Similarly, this study probably does not have a representative
sample of nonparticipating couples. Even though neither member of
these couples chose to take part in parent training, both were
willing to spend two hours as research respondents for a study on
"children and child rearing." Thus, in fact, neither these couples
nor the nonparticipating spouses of participants were true non-
^It would have been possible for one parent to be a research
respondent while the other was not, but the initial letter was
written
to maximize participation of both partners. In fact, both
parents of
25 children (including two sets of separated parents) volunteered
for
the study. Neither parent of the remaining four Pre-School
children
agreed to take part.
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participants. They had all been interviewed in September by the
parent trainer, had filled out a thought-provoking questionnaire,
had received an invitation to take part in the parent training, and
had responded to that invitation.
Assignment to groups . Membership in research groups for
this study was self-selected rather than randomly assigned. A true
experimental design would have required random selection not only of
participants and wait-list controls, but also of couples with joint
and single participation. The small number and constrained schedules
of potential group members made random assignment of participants
and wait-list controls impossible. Although 25 parents had asked to
join a group, and only two groups of 12 parents were planned, actual
group membership was eventually determined by people's possible
meeting times rather than by random selection. From an experimental
standpoint, random assignment to single or joint participation would
have been desirable, but that was both practically unfeasible and
ethically questionable.
Reactivity of measurement . Although pains were taken to
minimize the connection between data collection and parent training,
it was not possible to separate the two completely. Parents knew
that the researcher was also offering parent training.
Further, the very fact of being a research respondent may
have changed the impact of being a "nonparticipant." The attention
paid to all parents in the research sample may have served to make
even those who did not join a parent group feel included in and
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supportive of the parent training.
In addition, the data collection, which focused on child
rearing, may itself have had an effect on parents' attitudes.
Filling out the questionnaire and responding to interview questions
can be seen as an intervention. The content of the questions gave
parents an opportunity to think about and discuss their child and
child rearing, and many parents reported that they found this
experience worthwhile. However, the effect of the data collection
as an intervention could not be measured.
Another artifact of the research which may have had a strong
impact was the fact that fathers were treated as equal in importance
to mothers in child rearing. All phone calls to arrange interview
appointments were made at times when fathers were as likely to answer
the phone as mothers. All interviews were set for times when both
parents expected to be available.
Effects of the research procedures themselves must be kept
in mind when interpreting the absence of hostility about one parent's
participation in the program and the absence of reports of negative
effects on the family.
Contributions of this Research
Several aspects of this study are unusual in investigations
of parent training: (1) It had in its research sample not only
participants but also nonparticipating spouses of participants.
(2) Effects of the training program on the marital relationships
were
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considered. (3) Possible negative effects of participation were
investigated. (4) Differences between single and joint participa-
tion were explored. Including these four elements expands the scope
of parent training research.
Considering the findings: From a personal standpoint, the
researcher was most concerned about possible negative effects of
parent training. As a leader of parent groups she has often heard
positive comments about training programs, however, she has been
concerned that there might be negative reactions which did not
come to her attention. Of particular concern were potential negative
effects of one parent's participation on the relationship with the
nonparticipating spouse or on that nonparticipant's relationship
with the children. Thus, the absence of reports of negative effects
in the interviews, and the lack of negative changes in questionnaire
responses (except for the one increase in disagreement reported
by single participant couples) is welcomed.
Implications for Future Research and for
Parent Training
In designing this study the two general questions centered on
(1) potential harm done by single participation and (2) potential
benefits from joint participation. This research has implications
both for future research and for parent training.
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Future Research
Harm done by single participation
. There was little indica-
tion that single participation had negative effects under the
conditions of this study. A next step for research is to examine
the effects of single participation under three other sets of
conditions:
1. The nonparticipating spouse is not contacted by the
researcher or parent trainer in any way until after
the training program is completed.
2. Single participants and their spouses report high
pre-training disagreement about child rearing.
3. Nonparticipants disapprove of their partner's
parti ci pation.
Benefits of joint participation . Although questionnaire
measures in this study did not reflect differences between single and
joint participation, interview responses indicated that respondents
believed that parents who took part together were better able to put
new ideas into practice and less likely to lapse in their use than were
single participants. If joint participation does provide support
for applying ideas from the course, this should be most apparent
after the support of the training group itself is no longer present.
Such effects could, therefore, best be investigated through long
term follow-up of joint and single participants. Researchers might
ask: Several months after the completion of the training, are joint
participants using ideas from the course more frequently than single
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participants.^^ (See Addendum, pages 109-116, for follow-up study.)
Parent Training
Repeatedly in this report attention has been called to the
fact that spouses of single participants in this study were
considerably more involved in the parent training than is generally
the case. It seems likely that this involvement minimized any
potentially negative impact of single participation. Even though
leaders might prefer to have both members of a couple attend, joint
participation will often be impossible. Some of the techniques
designed for data collection in this study could be used by parent
group leaders to increase the involvement of nonparticipating spouses.
If time allowed, pre- and post-training interviews with both spouses
could lessen the non-attending parent's isolation and help both
parents focus on their hopes for and gains from the course. Even
without such interviews, questionnaires could be used at home with
both parents. For example, mothers and fathers could each respond
individually to the APACBS and then indicate which of their ratings
they hope to see change and which they are pleased about. Used
^^In this study, all of the seven parents who had participated
in STEP a year prior to the interviews reported continued application
of STEP practices and principles. Six of these parents were joint
participants; the seventh was a mother who had just taken part in
a second STEP group for single parents. Thus, there was no sample
of parents who had continued to apply the principles without
support.
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in this way, the APACBS could help parents jointly assess and set
goals for their child's behavior. This exercise might increase the
nonparticipants' interest in techniques presented in class which were
relevant to these goals.
This research on single and joint participation grew from a
desire to connect structural family theory to parent training. It
is hoped that parent group leaders will think in terms of the impact
a training program may have on the family as aiwhole and that
they will consider the possible effects that participation in parent
groups can have, not only on the parent who attends, but on the
nonattending parent as well.
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ADDENDUM
Follow-up Study of Joint and Single Participant Mothers
Six months after the completion of this study, the author
responded to one of her own suggestions for future research by
conducting follow-up interviews of the mothers who had participated
in the two training groups. The research question was: Will
mothers who took part jointly with their husbands report more
impact on their child rearing six to ten months after taking the
course than mothers who took part alone?
Procedure
The author telephoned 13 of the 14 mothers who had taken part
in one of the STEP groups in 1980-1981.^^ (The fourteenth family
had moved out of the area.) After exchanging information about
herself and the mothers, she said the following:
I will be having my doctoral orals next week. Almost
no research has been done on long range effects of parent
training. I'm really curious myself, and I expect my
committee to ask, what I think really happens: Whether
things people learn just sort of blend in with what
they have picked up over the years, if parents make
conscious decisions to accept or reject ideas, or if
things just fade away. How was it for you?
^ht is this investigator's customary practice to contact
members of her parent groups several months after completion of the
program.
no
This question was deliberately stated vaguely so as to allow
parents freedom in responding— to make it acceptable to give only a
vague or general response, which the interviewer would have
coded as "little or no long term effect." Only responses
specifically reporting continued use of skills or ideas from the
course were to be accepted as indications of long term effects.
The interviewer took full notes and transcribed them immediately
after the telephone conversation.
Results and Discussion
No differences between single and joint participants were
found either in the number of new skills reported or in the
frequency of their use. Instead, all 13 mothers spoke of specific
ways the course continued to make a difference to them in their
child rearing. A list of gains mentioned in these interviews is
shown in Table 16.
Single participant mothers . The following sample comments
from single participants illustrate more fully the mothers'
perceptions of these effects:
Ill
1. Some things I feel will be with me forever. Some
I have forgotten. Some I only listened to with half
an ear, because they didn't really apply.
. . A lot
of things I'm still putting to use every day. Tammy
is now completely responsible for her own morning
routine, and she is doing very well.
2. Only a few things I use regularly (giving the child
a choice; not getting involved in fights or tattling).
Some of the other techniiques I don't use; I haven't
gotten the habit.- As for consciously accepting or
rejecting the ideas— I did. Well, at least I decided
which we needed and could use and which not. For
instance. Family Meeting didn't seem to be something
we needed then.
Maybe the most important thing is that now that I've
been able to use a new approach for dealing with one set
of problems, I have an awareness that if other things
creep up and become problems, there are other techniques
I can use. I can go back to things we talked about in
the course, or read a book, or find a way to change things.
I don't just have to let the problem take over.
3. The course definitely gave me a lot to think about.
A lot I had read before. A lot I haven't used. But I
think about the course a lot more than I thought I would.
When something comes up, I usually think, "What are the
logical consequences for this?"
There were difficulties at the beginning. When I
was trying to do my assignments for the week I was making
too big a deal over things--trying too hard to put things
into practice. It's much more comfortable now. I've
incorporated the material, and it's now more natural.
(This mother's comments at Time 2 appear on page 79).
The above quotations not only indicate that these single
participants are still making use of material from the program, but
112
Table 16
Gains from STEP Course Reported by Mothers from Fall and Spring Groups
Follow-up Interview
N*13
Item Number of mothers who
mentioned each item
Listening more (and more actively)
An awareness that if new problems come up there
are other techniques available
An awareness that others also have problems
Focusing on positive behavior
Encouragement
Logical consequences
Natural consequences
Giving child a choice
A general attitude change
Another set of tools
I messages
Problem ownership
Avoiding power struggles
Not getting involved in fights or tattling
I can put the brakes on and say to myself,
"Where is that coming from?"
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
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also illustrate that these mothers have selected from the many ideas
presented by the STEP course, a few that fit their own particular
needs. In the discussion of results in Chapter V, it was suggested
that one reason for obtaining weak quantitative results in parent
training research is that the benefits of training programs vary
from individual to individual.
Joint Participant Mothers . Three comments by mothers who
participated in the program with their husbands further illustrate
the long term impact of the program and the individual nature of
the gains.
1. I can say that it had a permanent effect--an imprint.
The discussions were very important. The comments of the
group really stick with me. . . .
It has made some very real differences to me,
particularly in the way I see our oldest child. It
helped me to think about him in a more positive way; I
realized that if I could back off and let him, there
were a lot of things he could do.
2. What I learned in the course blended in with what
I already knew, but it added a different tone. I do
still pull out the book occasionally. I'm really glad
I had the class. It's made a difference in the
atmosphere of our family.
3. It seems so simple to concentrate on the positive,
but I have really seen Susie grow through that. And I'm
using these ideas already with my 17-month-old;
concentrating on the positive, but not saying "good boy,"
instead describing his good behavior. It sounds
ridiculous, but this really works with a 17-month-old.
As stated in Chapter V, it appears that the most important
thing people gain from the parent training program is the increased
flexibility that derives from knowing that change is possible, from
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having acquired new skills, and from knowing that there are
alternative approaches to the challenges of child rearing. Having
discovered one or more techniques for dealing with one set of
problems, they become aware that other techniques are available if
new problems arise.
Child Rearing Differences between Husbands and Wives
No question was asked in the follow-up phone call about
possible negative effects of the course, and no question was asked
about differences between joint and single participation. Three
mothers did, however, volunteer comments about differences
between their style of child rearing and that of their husbands.
It is noteworthy that each of these three mothers had participated
singly. Here are their statements.
I was just sorry Len didn't take the course because
it makes it difficult to put things into practice. I
see a big separation in how we deal with the kids.
For one thing. I'm not so hung up on the kids' eating
as he is. He's taken EST and he's into contracting;
I'm not.
A1 and I handle Sally differently. It's awfully easy
for the two of them to lock horns and for me to inter-
vene. The other night Sally came running to tell me
something her father had done that she didn't like, and
I realizedihad to stop getting in between. I said,
"I'm sure you guys can handle it," and I went to the
Mall shopping. I realize that A1 can handle her better
when I'm not around. When I'm there, he probably feels
I'll say, "You're not doing this right."
Sometimes I'm thinking about something from the class,
but Bob wasn't there. So if he says, "Hurry up Tammyl
I can't really take him off in the corner and say, "I
wasn't saying that." Sometimes I start thinking,
"Tomorrow I'm going to do this, but I need to tell Bob.
Because he didn't have the class and hear other people
talking, he forgets.
115
It is not possible to assess how much the wife's participa-
tion in STEP either created or increased the mother-father
differences referred to in the first two comments above. Perhaps
previously existing differences in approach contributed to each
husband s decision not to take part in the course. However, the
third comment describes a situation in which the parents seem to
share goals and want to work together, but where the father is
unsure of the techniques that the mother is using. (This couple
had originally asked to take the course together, but the class
time conflicted with the father's schedule. They have now asked
to take part together in a new STEP group.)
A joint participant's comments about a child rearing
discussion with her husband referred back to her Time 3 interview.
She said:
Remember you wanted to know about the difference
between one or both parents being in the course?
Well, the other might we were having an intense
discussion about a problem we're having with Rachel.
I brought up the whole issue of power struggles. Paul
said, "Well, that's just your idea." But I said, "No,
Paul, remember that's from the course we both took
together." And then, finally, we started talking about
the problem using some of those ideas. I don't think it
would have helped a bit if I had taken the course alone.
In the Time 3 interview most respondents stated that joint
participation is preferable to single participation (Tables 13-15).
These comments volunteered in the follow-up interview give further
support to that assessment.
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Summary
This follow-up study explored the nature of long-term
effects of parent training and questioned whether these effects would
be stronger and more positive for joint than for single participants.
Every mother interviewed indicated that she was still benefitting
from the course and still continuing to use skills she had learned.
Thus, no difference was found between single and joint participants
in the impact from the program six or ten months after its completion.
Three of the seven single participants, however, spontaneously
noted child rearing differences between them and their husbands;
and one joint participant indicated that had she taken the course
alone, she would have been less able to make use of the information
in handling child rearing problems.
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explaining research project
Note from researcher with response sheet
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PRE-SCHOOL INC
Mtissiiclutsetts
August 8, 1980
Dear Parents,
We are writing to ask if you would te interested in
participating in a research project to be conducted this
coining school year by Ann Levinger, a doctoral candidate
in counseling at the University of Massachusetts. Our
teachers have known Mrs. Levinger for years. She is an
Amherst resident, an elementary school counselor, and the
mother of four grown children. Ann is studying attitudes
of pre-school parents toward children and child rearing,
and wants to explore changes which may occur between the
beginning and the end of a year of nursery school experience.
Ann would like to limit her study to one local pre-
school if a large percentage of the parents in that group
agree to take part. She has approached our school first,
and if many of our parents agree to participate, she would
choose this group.
If our school is chosen for the project, Ann would
like to offer the school something in exchange. Some of
you may know that last year a parent training program
(Systematic Training for Effective Parenting or "STEP)
was offered here. Participating parents paid $35 each or
$60 a couple. For the past four years, Ann has led parent
training groups using the STEP format. If most of the
parents in our school are willing to donate about two hours
of their time as respondents for her study, she will be happy
to offer this parent training program at our school without
charge for any of our parents. By taking part in her study,
parents who are not interested in the STEP program themselves
could have the satisfaction of helping obtain the course
free for other school parents who want it.
If you are willing to be a part of the study, Ann would
like to talk with you and have you complete a questionnaire
in the fall, and again in the spring. Her meeting with you
would take about an hour and could te either at your home,
at hers, or at school, whichever is most convenient. She
would want to see both parents together unless they live
apart. As a partial check on mid-year changes, parents will
be sent a short mail questionnaire which will take about five
minutes to complete.
We are writing to you now because Ann needs to decide
soon which nursery school will be test for her project.
We do think that this is a good opportunity for our group,
but we do not want to have anyone feel under any pressure
to take part if they are hesitant to do so. It would,
therefore, be test if you respond directly to Krs.Levinger.
She will be the only one who will know what you decide.
She will, of course, keep this and all other information
from the study confidential. Please let her know your
decision as soon as you can.
Sincerely,
(For the Pre-School Board)
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904 Bay Road
Amherst, MA. 01002
August 8, 1980
Dear Parents,
The letter fron the Pre-School Board briefly tells
about my study. Would you be willing to take part in
this project? As was mentioned, your participation would
take about an hour in the fall and spring, and about five
minutes mid-year.
If you would like more information, you can call me
at 253-9370 (evenings are best) or make a note on the
tear-sheet, and I will contact you.
Please return the tear-sheet (from the bottom of this
page) as soon as you can, regardless of your response.
Sincerely
,
Ann Levinger
Father Mother
I am willing to take part in the study.
I am definitely not willing to take part.
APPENDIX B
Informed consent form
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PRE-SCHOOL PARENT PROJECT
INFORMED CONSENT FORM
I understand that Ann Levinger's study of attitudes of the
parents of pre-school children asks participating parents to be
interviewed jointly about their child rearing aims and opinions,
and to fill out a questionnaire. Each of two sessions—one in
the fall and the other the following spring— is to last about one
hour. Participants may also be asked to answer a questionnaire
sent by mail in the middle of the year.
I understand that interviews will be audio taped, but that
if at any time I wish to have the tape recorder turned off and/or
to have a tape erased, I can say so, and that will be done immedi-
ately. Tapes will be used for research purposes only, and all
tapes will be erased after the completion of the study.
I understand that neither my name nor that of my child will
be mentioned in any reports, and that all information I give will
be treated as completely confidential. All tapes and questionnaires
will be identified by code number and never by name.
I also understand that I may, at any time, refuse to answer
any question, and that I have the right to withdraw from the study,
even in the middle of an interview.
I hereby give my voluntary consent to taking part in this
project.
(Signed)
Date
Note to participants: After the second set of interviews are
analyzed, I will send you a brief summary of the findings. In
addition, if you want, I will be happy to get together with you
and go over your own questionnaires or discuss the study in more
detail.
Further, any parents from the Pre-School
group are invited to participate, without charge, in a 9-session
course: Systematic Training for Effective Parenting.
k
APPENDIX C
Time 1 interview questions
CM
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Fall interview
1. How many children do you have?
How old are they?
. What do you hope for from the nursery school experience
or you and for your child?
3.
How long have you lived in this area?
Do you have fajnily nearby?
Do you have friends you can turn to for help in child rearing
4.
I'lfhat do each of you find most rewarding and what most
difficult about being a parent?
5.
What kind of relationship do you as parents hope to
have with your children?
Do you feel there should be differences in fathers' and
mothers' relationships with children?
5. How do you feel child rearing is different for you than
it was for your parents when they were at the same stage
you are now?
APPENDIX D
Questionnai re
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auestionnaire touches on a uide Tcxqe of topics relcted to children
<md child rearing. Sons questions refer to general feelings about child
rearittg, others ask you to describe a specific child, •hen asked about a
specific child, answer for yoirr child who is in P^e-Schosl this year.
(This questionnaire is being filled out by Father Mother)
_L. A. BEFORE THE BIRTH OF YOUR CHILD(REN) WAS A
CHILDBIRTH EDUCATION CLASS AVAILABLE TO YOU?
I
B. HAVE YOU EVER TAKEN PART IN A CHILDBIRTH
EDUCATION CLASS?
C. IF SO, HOW WOULD YOU RATE THE CLASS?
(circle appropriate number) 123456789
worthless extremely
worthwhile
2. A. HAVE YCU EVER TAKEN PART IN A PARENT
TRAINING CLASS (SUCH AS PET, STEP, OR
GROUP DISCUSSION ON CHILD DEVELOPMENT)?
IF SO: WHEN?
WHERE?
WHAT KINO?
B. HOW WOULD YOU RATE THAT CLASS?
(If you have been in several,
rate the most recent one.) 123456789
worthless .extremely
worthwh il e
IF YOU WERE WORRIED ABOUT YOUR CHILD'S
BEHAVIOR, WHAT WOULD YOU BE MOST LIKELY
TO 00?
(Put a "1" before the most likely, a ‘'2“ before the second most likely,
and a ”3“ before the third most likely.)
READ AN ARTICLE OR BOOK
TALK WITH A FRIEND
ALLOW THE PROBLEM TO WORK ITSELF OUT
TALK WITH MY SPOUSE
TALK TO A TEACHER, DOCTOR, OR OTHER PROFESSIONAL
TALK WITH A RELATIVE
4. ALL PARENTS HAVE SOME DIFFERENCES OF OPINION ABOUT HOW
TO BRING UP CHILDREN. HOW MUCH DISAGREEMENT DO YOU AND
YOUR SPOUSE HAVE ABOUT THIS?
(circle appropriate number) 123456739
none ^ great
deal
5. CHILD REARING CAN BE BOTH DISCOURAGING AND
REWARDING. IN GENERAL, HOW DO YOU FIND IT?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9
extreme! y — extreme! y
discouraging rewarding
6 . IN GENERAL, HOW CONFIDENT DO YOU FEEL IN
HANDLING THE EVERY DAY SORTS OF PROBLEMS
YOU FACE AS A PARENT?
very unsure-
of myself
-very sure
of myself
7. CCMP.ARING VC'JR CHILD .hITH OTHERS HIS/HER
~ AGE, HOW D:.--ICUL7 VOULD YC'J SAY S/HE IS?
not at a!
!
difficult
•very
d'. ffic'ult
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II.
8. Below are adjectives which may describe a child.
Thinking of your Pre-School child as s/he really is, MARK
HOW APPROPRIATELY EACH WORD DESCRIBES HIM OR HER.
For exar.pl e^ take the word "attractive:" If you feel your
child is extremely attractive (or that this word is always appropriate),
you would circle £. If you feel your child is not at all attractive
(or that this would never be an appropriate description), you would
circle 1. If you feel your child is about average in attractiveness
(or is attractive about half the time),you would circle j.
Work quickly . Give your first impressions.
ACTIVE 123456789 INDEPENDENT 1 23456789
ADVENTUROUS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 IMPULSIVE 123456789
AFFECTIONATE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 MISCHIEVOUS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
AGGRESSIVE 123456789 NERVOUS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
ANXIOUS 123456739 NOISY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
AWKWARD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 PERSISTENT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
BOSSY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 RESPONSIBLE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
CAUTIOUS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 RESTLESS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
CHEERFUL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 SELF-CONFIDENT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
COOPERATIVE 123456789 SE.NSITIVE .123456789
CURIOUS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9. SERIOUS 123456789
DEf^NDING 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 SHY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
DETERMINED 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 STRONG-WILLED 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
DEPENDABLE 1 23456789 TALKATIVE 123456789
DISTRACTIBLE 123456789 TEMPERMENTAL 123456789
FEARFUL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 TENSE 123456789
FRIENDLY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 THOUGHTFUL 123456789
HEALTHY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 WHINY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
HELPFUL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 WITHDRAWN 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
IMAGINATIVE 123456789 WELL-MANNERED 123456789
1 = not at all 5 = average 9 = extremely
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III.
9. Each child is different, and each parent hopes for different
qualities in a child. You have already marked how well eacn word below
describes your child. Now think how well these words would describe
an absolutely perfect or ideal child the same age and sex as yours.
MARK THE WORDS FOR THIS PERFECT OR IDEAL CHILD.
1 = not at all 5 = average 9 * extremely
ACTIVE
1
123456789 INDEPENDENT 123456789
ADVENTUROUS 123456789 IMPULSIVE 123456789
AFFECTIONATE 123456789 MISCHIEVOUS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
j
AGGRESSIVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NERVOUS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
ANXIOUS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NOISY 123456789
AWKWARD 123456789 PERSISTENT 123456789
BOSSY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 RESPONSIBLE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
CAUTIOUS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 RESTLESS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
CHEERFUL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 SELF-CONFIDENT 123456789
COOPERATIVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 SENSITIVE
123456789
CURIOUS 123456789 SERIOUS 123456789
OEWNDING 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 SHY
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
DETERMINED 123456789 STRONG-WILLED 123456789
DEPENDABLE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
TALKATIVE 123456789
distractible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 TEHPERMENTAL
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
FEARFUL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
TENSE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
FRIENDLY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
THOUGHTFUL 123456789
HEALTHY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
WHINY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
HELPFUL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
WITHDRAWN 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
IMAGINATIVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
WELL-MANNERED 123456789
1 = not at all 5 = average 9
= extremely
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IV.
Section_10. is a modification of the Adlerian Parental Assessment of Child Behavior Scale
used with permission of its author, Gary D. McKay. Starred items were developed for this
study to make the scale appropriate for 3- and 4-year-olds.
The items below refer to skills which children begin to develop during their pre-school
years. For each item, please circle the number which best describes your Pre-School
child's behavior as you see it now. Please try to respond to every item.
YOUR PRE-SCHOOL CHILD:
1."^ Takes care of self when s/he wakes up
before you in the morning.
Gets dressed without help except for
tying shoes.
3.
^ Gets ready for school without repeated
reminders.
4.
-^ Responds promptly when called.
5:*' Makes contributions to family discussions.
6. Involves you in resolving verbal arguments
with other children (for example: brothers or
sisters, or children in the neighborhood).
7. Involves you in resolving physical fights
with other children (for example: brothers or
sisters, or children in the neighborhood).
8.
^ Does regular chores willingly.
9. Figures out solutions to his/her own
problems.
10. Changes behavior when told that it
bothers you.
11.
"^Demands attention when you are talking
on the telephone.
12. Argues with you.
13. Leaves belongings scattered around
the house.
14. Interrupts you at inappropriate times.
15.
X' Stays at the table until s/he has
finished eating.
NEVER ALWAYS
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
NEVER ALWAYS
(continuea on next oage)
141
V.
10. (Continued)
YOUR PRE-SCHOOL CHILD:
NEVER ALWAYS
16. Eats most foods offered without
being coaxed.
17. Has table manners which are acceptable
to you.
18. Tattles on other children.
19. Throws temper tantrums.
20. Shares problems s/he is facing
with you.
21. Is considerate of your feelings.
22. Requests help on tasks s/he can
do independently.
23. Cleans up after snacking without
being reminded.
24. Behaves in such a way that you find
yourself feeling hurt.
25. Behaves in such a way that you find
yourself being annoyed.
26. Behaves in such a way that you
find
yourself feeling discouraged, believing
that the child cannot improve.
27. Behaves in such a way that you
find yourself feeling angry.
28. Stays with difficult tasks until
they are completed.
29. Disturbs you when you are
dri vi ng.
30. Remembers where s/he puts
bel ongings.
31. Has to be told more than once
to go to bed.
32. Is quiet after going to bed.
1 23456789
123456789
123456789
123456789
123456789
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
123456789
NEVER-
123456789
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9
ALVJAYS
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VI.
Below are some goals parents have for child rearing. Some of
these will be more important to you than others.
First read through the list of 9 items. Then to the left of
each item, show the order in which you would rank it. Write "1"
next to the goal that is most important to you. Write "2” next to
the second most important goal .and so on until you have ranked all
nine goals. Don't be afraid to change your answers; it may take you
several tries to get the order you want.
MY RANKING
(1 to 9)
TO GIVE MY CHILD AS HAPPY A CHILDHOOD AS POSSIBLE
TO AVOID FRUSTRATING MY CHILD
TO TEACH MY CHILD SELF-CONTROL
TO TEACH MY CHILD OBEDIENCE
TO EXPAND MY CHILD'S CREATIVE POTENTIAL*
TO TURN MY CHILD INTO A RESPONSIBLE CITIZEN
TO HELP MY CHILD BECOME A LOVING PERSON
TO PREPARE MY CHILD FOR A WORLD OF CHANGE
TO HELP MY CHILD BE POPULAR
1 * most important 9 = least important
12. You have shown the order in which you would place these goals.
Now try to imagine how your spouse would do the same task. Make
your best guess of your spouse's rankings next to the items below.
MY SPOUSE'S RANKING
(1 to 9)
TO GIVE MY CHILD AS HAPPY A CHILDHOOD AS- POSSIBLE
TO AVOID FRUSTRATING MY CHILD
TO TEACH MY CHILD SELF-CONTROL
TO TEA.CH MY CHILD OBEDIENCE
TO EXPAND MY CHILD'S CREATIVE POTENTIAL
TO TURN MY CHILD INTO A RESPONSIBLE CITIZEN
TO HELP MY CHILD BECOME A LOVING PERSON
TO PREPARE MY CHILD FOR A WORLD OF CHANGE
TO HELP MY CHILD BE POPULAR
1 = most important 9 = least imoortant
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VII.
JJL Each family has Its own way of
dividing child rearing activities.
HOW ARE THESE THINGS DONE IN YOUR FAMILY?
14. Often, and for a variety of reasons, we do
not divide tasks just the way we wish we could.
APPENDIX E
Letter to all Pre-School Parents offering parent training
Parent training response sheet
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904 Bay Boad
Amherst, ./.a, 01002
September 27, I960
Dear Parents,
I had a very good response to my request for help in my
study of parents’ attitudes tov/axd children and child rearing.
I have greatly enjoyed the opportunity to meet and talk with
so many of you. ;.;y thanks to all who took part!
As I offered in my first letter, I will be pleased to
organize and lead one or tv/o parent training groups based
on the 3TZP program (Systematic Training for Zffective Parenting)
for the Pre-School parents.
I have led STEP groups for the past four years and always
find them exciting. Being a parent is one of the most important
and most difficult tasks thertis; yet we get lixtle training or
support for this job. In STEP groups^ parents discuss new approaches
for dealing with every day problems and consider different ways for
encouraging children to become responsible and oaring.
STEP groups meet for nine sessions. Each group determines
its own exact schedule, but groups usually meex once a week for
one-and-a-half to two hours. Since each session builds on the
preceding sessions, regular attendance is imoor~!:ant . The STEP
Paurents' .•'.anual will be used i.n the course. Sopies will be
available for 14.25 each.
STEP groups should be small enough to allow everyone to
participate in the discussions. If more people are interested
than the number optimal for one group, I will try to set up a
second group either now or in the spring.
In order to schedule the group(s), I need to know how
many parents are interested in taking part and what times are
most convenient. (If it is possible, it is highly recommended
that both parents participate.) On the enclosed slip, I have
listed the meeting times which- would be convenient for me. If
you would like to take part, please cross out any times which
are bad for you, and then rank order tne other times in order
of your preference. I expect that the group will begin about
the third or fourth week of October.
Please mail the slip back to me whether or not you want
to take part . I need to know Che total possicle number in
order to decide whether to plan one or two groups. Just as
soon as I receive all the cards I will be aole to complete
the arrangements.
.^nn levinger
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PARENT TRAINING GROUP RESPONSE SLIP
If you are not interested in participating in a STEP
group this year, check here and return this slip.
If you acs interested in participating in a STEP group
please indicate the best evening by crossing out those which
are not possible for you and then ranking the rest in order
of your preference. (1 = the best evening for you, 2 = the next
best, etc
.
)
Sunday
Tuesday
.Wednesday
Thursday
r.'eetings would begin at 7 00 unless the group chooses a
different beginning time.
Regular attendance is important.
If there are two groups, would you prefer to join one
meeting in the fall (tentatively from mid-October to
mid-December with a follow-up meeting in January) or in the
spring (tentatively mid-iOarch through Way)?
If you want more information, check here or call me
at 253-9370 evenings.
Address:
Telephone
:
APPENDIX F
Time 2 interview questions
Jeinuarv Interview
1.
Are there ways that you think your child has changed
since the previous interview?
2.
Have there been changes in your family?
3
.
Have either of you had any new experiences this year which
may relate to changes in your way of thinking about child rearing?
4.
(If this information was not volunteered in question 3)
Have either of you taken part in a parent training prograum?
(If yes for either parent) Can you, together, think of
any ways this might have affected your family?
A. Are there any ways in which being in the prograun
has made things easier?
o. Are there any ways in which being in the program
has made things more difficult?
(If yes for one parent only, ask the other parent:) /Jhat
were your impressions of the course? Did you follow
what was going on in the course? In what way?
(In a conversational manner) repeat questions 4-A and 4-B.
. vihat would you say your child has gained from her/his
re-3chool experience?
APPENDIX G
Time 3 interview questions
Pre-School Parent Project Sprini? Interview
1. You had your first interview for this project tack in
September, at the beginning of the school year. What changes
have you noticed in your child since then?
2. have there teen changes in your family since then?
3a. What aspects of your child's pre-school experience have
you felt most positive about?
b. Have there teen things you have had reservations atout?
(If so, what?)
rts you know, Ann Levinger has teen leading parent
groups at the pre-school this year. Over the course
of the year, Ann has become increasingly interested
in some issues relating to that. Specifically, she
is wondering why people decide to join or not to
join such a group; what those people who have not
yet participated expect of parent training groups;
and finally, the reactions of people who take part.
U. Were either or both of you in one of the parent training
groups at the pre-school, or have you teen in any other parent
training group this year? (If in another group specify.)
Father
Mother
What were your reasons or signing up?//not signing up?
Path er
:
Moth.er
6.
At the time you made that decision, what did you think the
parent training group would he like? (Start with the parent
who did not sign up.)
Father t
Mother
j
For rouples in which neither parent participated, skip to #11.
7.
Some parents si^ed up for the STEP group with their
spouse and others without. What difference do you think
it made lor you taking the course /together?//without your
hushand/wi f e?/
7a. (to non-participating spouse* ) How was it for you
having your wife/hustand taking the course without you?
7h
. Did you follow what was going on in the course?
Yes No
In what way?
8.
what are the ages of your children? (write ages down on
th e"relationship" sheet with pre-school child in first
flank then from youngest to oldest, then spouse.)
I want to ask you some questions about how relationships
in your family might have teen a.:‘ected ty the STEP program.
As a guide /-or discussion, would you check this sheet.
(Follow up on responses.)
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9* (For participants) \Vhat do you feel you gained from takine
part in the STEP group?
9a/ Have you acquired any new skills from the course which
you find helpful? (specify)
9b. (to non-participant, if appropriate) Are you trying
any of these skills? (specify)
10. How could the STEP course have teen more useful?
11. (Final question for everyone)
Do you have any other thoughts either about parent training
or about the pre-school that might be useful to add?
Ihank you so much for your cooperation in this study.
As Ann has mentioned to you, she will be sending all the
participants a brief summary of the findings when she finishes
analyzing the responses, probably in the late summer. But
before that she would be happy to pull out your own questionnaires
and go over them with you if you would like.
You can call her and set a time
or I can tell her and have her get in touch
with you.
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I
Mother's Report of Changes in Relationships which night he lir.icei
to the STEP coursei
With! better no change worse unsure
Farher's Report of Changes in Relationships which atght be linked
to the STEP coursei
Withi better no change worse unsure
j
1
!
1 __
1
1
1
!
!
1 L.
1
1
i
1
APPENDIX H
Letter to all respondents reporting results of study
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
o/oos
September 8, 1981
I have spent much of the sunmer pouring over Interview transcripts
and questionnaires from the "Pre-School Parent Project" and analyzing
data from them. Now, In addition to writing up my dissertation, I want
to tell you more about the project and Its findings. Most of all, this
letter comes to say, "Thank you for your help," so. If research findings
are of little interest to you, skip to the last paragraph.
One of the purposes of my work was to develop a questionnaire
which could be used not only for this project, but also for future
research. Therefore, part of my statistical analyses have focused on
such esoteric things as measures on Internal consistency and test-
retest reliabilities. (I will spare you fron reports of these.) Parts
of the questionnaire will be used In another study beginning this fall.
As for what the questionnaire and Interviews Indicated about this
group as a whole: It was seen that parents were relatively high in
their feelings of confidence, and in their perceived reward from parent-
ing, and relatively low In parental disagreement about issues of child
rearing. One surprise for me was that there was rather little difference
between responses of mothers and of fathers on any of the questionnaire
Items. For example, even on the question about how parental tasks
were divided and how you wish they might be divided, sex differences
were not found. Fathers' average score for "How things are done In
your family" was 32 and mothers' was 31. (10 mother only; 70 » father
only; 40 both parents equally.) Fathers' average rating for "How
you wish things could be done" was 37, while mothers' was 36. Most
parents checked "equal" for eight of the ten activities. Two tasks
remained strongly in the mothers' domain both in fathers' and in mothers'
ratings. These were: "shopping for child's clothing" and "taking child
for doctor's or dentist's appointments."
Among the topics relating directly to the Pre-School, three may be
of particular Interest. (1) A desire to provide a positive social ex-
perience was most frequently given as the primary reason for sending a
child to the Pre-School. Many parents mentioned their desire that the
child meet other children their own age and experience life away from
home. Specific activities or readiness for kindergarten were mentioned
more rarely. (2) On the final questionnaire, ratings of satisfaction
with the pre-school experience were very high, (The average was 8 on
a 9-point scale.) (3) A number of parents suggested that additional
opportunities for families to get together at school would be beneficial.
Very few other changes seemed to be desired.
For my doctoral dissertation, I am using Information from the
questionnaires and Interviews to explore questions about effects of
parent training. An Initial question was, "Are there significant differences
between those parents who sign up for parent training and those who do not?
No differences were found.
A second question was, "What post-training differences can be
measured between those who took part In the program and those who did
not, or between those who attended with their spouse and those who attended
alone?" One finding from the September and January questionnaires was that
parents who took part In the first STEP group showed a significant Increase
In "Satisfaction with their child" when compared to parents who were
waiting to take part In the second group. ("Satisfaction with child" was
measured as the amount of discrepancy between one's descriptions of the
"real" and the "Ideal" child on the adjective check lists.)
May Interview data showed that a large percentage of those who took
part In parent training felt that relationships In their family had Improved.
Sixty-seven percent of the joint participants and 25 percent of the single
participants reported that their relationship with their spouse seemed better.
Further, joint participants reported Improvement In relationships with 75S
of their children. Those taking part alone reported Improvement In 65X, and
their partners in about 50S,of the relationships with their children.
^
The Interview also asked about differences between participating In
parent training with or without one's spouse. All joint participants and
most single participants Indicated that having both parents take part Increased
the potential benefits of the course, but no one reported negative effects of
participating alone. All non-participating partners In this group appeared
open to the ideas of the course and none Indicated disapproval of their spouse's
participation. Some concern has been expressed In the parent training litera-
ture about possible negative effects of single participation. No previous
research has, however, been reported on this Issue. This study Is a first
step In such exploration. Results of this research indicate that when there
Is high initial agreement between spouses, and when the non-participating
spouse Is supportive, no harm Is done by single participation. Future
research will study a population where there Is less Initial agreement about
child rearing between partners and will investigate ways to increase the
Involvement and supportiveness of non-participating partners,
I want to thank all of you for your great help and cooperation. I
can't think of a better group for anyone to work with. I appreciate the
time you all contributed In answering my questions, and I hope that the
process was of interest to you, as well as of benefit to me. I now have
your questionnaires available to show you (along with reams of computer
print-outs). If you would like to see them or to have more detail about
the study, please call me (253-9370) any evening so we can arrange to get
together.
Again, many thanksl
Ann Levinger

